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Executive Summary

Betw;en October 1982 and June 1983, the Task Force orn the Status
of Media Cénters in Higher Education, of AECT 's Division for
Educational Media Management (DEM1), survewved 196 members o? a
stratified sahpie'of colleée and univeréity media centers.

Information was collected on current trends in budget and

personnel levels; the degree of moral support pravided by

supervisors and the faculty clientele; the extent to which media
centers participate in sﬁch activities as instructional computing
and distance learning praogram development and delivery; the degree
to which media centers generate income and promote their services;
and media directors’ perceptions of the health of their media
.programs. |

The results may be summarized as follows.

1; Although.budget and‘ménning trends'do not supporit such an
assessment, 82 percent of the respondents felt that'their medi a
operations were either_“Qery héalth?“ dr "somewhat healthy" in
1982~-8%, including 86 percent of the private institution'
respondeﬁts. Sixty-eight percent felt tha£ their media centars wefe
ih.a healthier posture in 1282-83% than in 1577-78. Among private
schoals, B0 percent held this view.

2.. Location may be a factor in determining media center health
Centers in finmancially troubled states'appear<more likely to b= in
1@55 healthy posture, although the data are quite inconsistent.

Z.. Moral support of the administration, client demand, guality
of staff, good.management bractiées, and history of relianle

praduacts and services are the most frequently cited reoasonsz for

o
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media center health. Budgetary conditions dominai-~ .ist of
reasons fcr.la;k of heélth..

4. While some.media centers continue to receive .. fFactory
budgetary suppnr£ from their institutions, 43 percent o ‘e
respondents at puhlic and 30 percent at private institu*ions
reported nao budgetafy growth in 1982-83. Among public institutions
in the "unhealthy" catagory, just 17 percenf were awarc:Jd incfé;;;;ﬁ——
that kept up with a 6 percent annual inflation réfe.

S. Only 28.bercent of all public institution media centers
providing this informaticin were able to maintain budgets that kept
up with a 60 percent inflation rate bgtweén 1977-78 and 1982-83. ’
Fifty-four percent were unable tovincrease their budgets by as mu;h
as 30 percent, and ? percent had no increase at ali over this
five;year period. By contrast,>55 percent.of thé brivate
institution media center budgets were increased by at least &0
percént. |

6. Most large media centeré Qenerate income, whilg most smalli
ones do not. Charges for services, rentals, and sales of supplies
were the most frequently mentioned révenuEfgenérating activities.

<f. Less than 135 per:?nt of the respaondents reported receiving
grants from off-campus sources in 1982-83. Most were for
relatively small amounts an appeared to support software
collections.

8. Sixty—fgve percenf of the medié centers at public
institutions were staffed by five or more people in 198283, while‘

79 percent of the media staffs at private colleges had fewer than

. five persons. Thirty—-five percent of the private media centers had

jﬁst one full-time employee, and 13 percent had none.

-
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7. One—-fourth of all public institution media centers surveyed
reported the laoss of at least one staff nosifion in 1982-83, while
just 4 percent of the private colleges lost media positions.

10. Between 1977-78 and 1982-83, 40 percent of the public
institutions suryeyed lost more media positions than theyybained,
while‘only 8 percent of the private colleges lost media poéiticﬁs.

7+he 108 public institutions responding to this item collectively
suffered a net loss of 47 pos{tions during this five-year period,
while the B84 private colleges added 32 positions.

11. Administrafive and technical positions were most frequently'
deleted, while production positions, particularly in Qideo; were
most commonly added. .

12. The level of mdral support provided to media centers by
senior administrators and faculty members appears to be high,
suggesting pefscnal, if not financial, commitment teo media programs.

13. Media ceﬁters in higher education arevknown by a wide
vafieéy éf ?antiohal titles. Fifty—four uﬁique titles were
identified ama;g the responding institutions.

14. Just 22 percent of the respondents reported any activity in
the a}ea of instructional computing, and most of these services
appear to be minimal. .Very little activity was reported by libeéal
arts and com@unity colleges.

15. Media center involvemeﬁt in institutional distance learning
efforts appears to be minimal, although some respondents reported

thriving cable television aor ITFS activities.

‘ 16. Most media centers actively promote their services. Flyers

.

ghd\bkochures, media workshaops, and periodic newsletters were cited

freguently.

[
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17. Thirty-nine percent of all public compreﬁensive colleges
responding reported some damage from on—campus competition, a

'problem apparently unique to this group offrespondents.

18. Budget—related concerns daminate the list of most serious

challenges facing respondents.
The report concludes wiﬁh recommendations for AECT and. DEMM

actiaon.
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The Task Force on the Status of Media Centers in Higher
Edu;ation was established by the Board of Directors of the
vDivision for Educational Media Management (DEMM) during the 1982
AECT national convention at Dallas. its primary responsibility
was to develop a profile of the conditions existing'in higher

education media centers.

The Task Force was formed for the purpose of documenting such
factors as:
(1) current trends in budget and personnel levels:

(2} the degreelof moral éupport'provided by supefviécrs and
th2 faculty clientele;‘ '

(Z) the extent to which media centers participate in those
activities that might strengthen their statuslon campus, such as
providing inétructional camputing serviﬁes or contributing to the
institution's distchellearning effort;

(4) the degree to which media.centers suppart their.operations
by generating income and promotipg their serviéés; anﬁ

(3) media directors’ own perceptions of ﬁhe overall heélth.off
their centeré, partichlarly fraom the berspe:tive of whether this
health has-improved or deteriorated over the ﬁézt five yezars.

It was the‘hope of_the'Task Force that these factors could be
tabglated in such a.way that characteristics commor to.strmng,and
weak.mediajprogféms could bg identified. This infcrmat?on could

'

then be translated imto AECT ¥nd DEMM programming designad tog

a
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strengthen all media centers in postsecondary education.

Composition of the Task Force. The Task Force was organized
shortly after the 1982 AECT national convention. Ultimately,

23 DEMM members contributed to the praject. The Task Force

participanis are listed in Appendix A.

Development of the Survey Instrument. The oriéindl éet of
questions for the survey form was developed by four Task Force
memuers in midfsummef-1982. The prototype questionnaire was then_
sent to all Task Force mémbers for'coleeﬁion and evaluatian.
Based on itheir observations and recommendatiéns, the questionnaire
was revised, and a second draft was sent to the entire Task.Force
for review. The survey form was revised again as the resultfcf
this evaluation rouhd, and the final version was completed in .
October 1982. The questionnaire is attached as Appendix B.

The original draft qgéstionnaire was six pages in léngth. The
consensus of the Task Farce was that this length would deter many
in the sample from providing thoughtful responses. The form was
then edited‘to five pages, but further reductiohs.would have
reduced the scope of éhe survey. As it was, the length limitation
prohibited the collection of in-depth information on any specific
subject. Researchers interested inlmore extensive study of a
narrower ;opic will find responsés to these.general_questions of

value when developing their own survey instruments.

Selection of the Sample. Institutions im:the sample were

categorized by the classification system devéloped by the Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies (197&;. This system classifies

virtually every college and university in the Un}ted‘States intao

3
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one of five stratifications:

(1) Research universities (RES) are those that award at

least 50 doctorates per year and are among the 100 leading
\

institutions in receipt of Federal funding for researchs;.

(2).Doctorate—qc§ntin§ universities (DOC) are those

remaining schools that award at least 10 doctorates per yedr, from

at least three different disciplines;

-3

(3)}Comprehggsive colleges and univefsities (COMF) offer
‘baoth liberalzafts and professional or occupational degree
programs; but few, if any,uare at the do;toral level;

(4) Liberal arts colleges (LIB) are those traditional
fourfyear liberal.arts institutionss and

(S) Community ggg_ignior_gollegegl(CJC) irnclude all
“two-vyear institutions.

The Carnegie Council actually'broke down each cfgssification
into two sub-categories, _u... ~~ hesearch University I and II, but
the Task Force did not feel the need for such_a dif*erentiatioﬁ.
It did, however, follow the Council ‘s example in dividing each
classification into EQQLLE and grivéte sub—categories-

Unfortunateiy,vdistribution of the -Council’'s classification
systeﬁ was limited, and a copy was not immedigtely available to
the Task Force. Therefore, an existing sample, one drawn on a
randaom basis by the Carnegie Commission for a study of éollege
catalogs in 1976, was adopted. While the decisionlto “borrow" a
sample w;s made with resErvationé, it was determined that the
Commission/s.study had no relevance whatscever to this one, that

the Commission had not actually‘solicited data from the

ERIC | . 10
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institutions iﬁ the sample, and that the chances that ény
individual would be involved in both studies would be practically
nil.

It was also deciqed that the survey would be mailéd only'to
centralized media centers serving entire campuses. The Task Farce
did not want to confound its data by mixing responses éf both
centralized and departmental or specialized media opera%ions.

Data Collection. The survey form was mailed to 282
institutions in Octaober 198%. Approximafely 40 percent responded.
A second mailing in December 1982 brought thé ;qta1 number Ef

SR
responses to 161, a 57 percent return rate. Since it was felt
- that non-response could be dué to factors of interest, a sub—group
of the Task Force'attempted_to contact each of the remaining
institutions by telephone. Responses were obtained from an
additional 64 media centers as the result of the telephone survey,
bringing the ‘otal number of respoﬁdents to 225, an 80 percent
retdrn'rate.

0f these, three were unable to complete the questionngire
because of internal reorgénizations. Twenty-six institutions (12
percent) reported that their campuses do not maintain centralized
media centers. (Sée below.) Therefore, the number of usable
responses was 196.v These institutions are listed in Appendix C.
Table 1 contains a breakdown of the respondents by classification
and funding source.

The total "N" upon which this report is based includes 31 -

research, - 31 doctqraté—granting, 33 compréhensive,‘37 liberal



" to the Task Forces but the problem was compounded by the fact that

Table 1

Uszsble Responses; by Classification

Class FUB FRI T
RES 19 : 12 3t
pocC 19 .12 31
ComMF 39 o ) 16 S5 '
LIB 4 33 37 o
cac 29 13 42 -
T 110 86 i} 19646
arts, and 42 community/junior colleges, with 110 public and 8&

privatelinstithtiens.

The Task Farce encountered major difficulty in obtaining names
and addresses for “he media centers in the sample. Institution n\
addresses are available from any number of sources. ﬁowever, most\
references on survey research suggest that the highest rate of
return is obtained when the questlonnaire is mafled to a specific

individual. Not only were names of persons not readily available

media centers themselves are known by.a wide variety of.functional
titles. Unleee the name of the media director was known to a Task ,'
Force member, the euestionnaire was addressed taq "Director, |
University (or College) Audiovisual Center," on tha assumption
that "audiovisual center" might be the most recegnizable'ter@ for
campus mail offices.

Nonetheless, those canducting the telephone survey'reborted

that a number of questlonnalres never were delivered. It was, felt

that a comprehen51ve directory, listing all college media ce

}

_1n the United States and including names, addresses, and telTphone_

‘.
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P numbers of key personnel, would .be a tremendously useful'document

in conducting future research.

Institutions Without médig_gggters.j One of the factors
preéipitaging this survey was the knowledge:that several
postseéondafy institutions had'cloéed their centralized media
centers in the recent past. While none of these iﬁstitutibhs
abpéared in the sample, theksurvey did identify 26 colleges and
universities that do not cufrently maintain centralized media
centers, nearly 12'percent of the‘respbndents. :Some extremely
prestigious institutions aée‘among them, includiﬁg two\from fhe
Sduthwést Conference and two from theIBig Ten. Since it is likely
that non—respbnsé in somelcases among the 57 unheard-from
institutions was que to thelébsence of a media center, this.
percentage could aossibly be higher for the sample as é whole.

Table 2 indicates the numbér of.institutions without
centralized media centers, by classification"and funding source.

It was somewhat surprising that the highest percentages are found

among research and doctorate—granting universities. However, the

Tabie 2

Institutions Without Centralized Media Centers

Class PUB . PRI TOT

a
RES 2 (1 6 (33 8 (21)
DocC 3 (14) 3 (20) 6 (16)
comp 3 (G7) 2 (11) 9 (08)
LIB 1 (20) I 0 4 (10)
cJc 2 (06) 1 (07) 3 (07)
T 11 (O9) 15 (19 26 (12)

a .

Numbers in parentheses indicate percent of total number

responding.

19
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.sizé and political influénce of éolleges and departmenté
lma;’intaiﬁing their own media servicés within large:universities are
lﬁkely to have served as barriers to tﬁe centralization o? these
services. This may be particularly true at private research
universities, whefe the incidence of decentralized media programs
appéars to be about 33 percent. Overall, decentralized media
serviceé aré slightl;‘mqre prevalent among private institufions.
The mail sufyey didlnot request information regarding absence’
of centralized media services. However, this gquestion waé added
tp the telephone questionnéire. 0Of the six institutions reporting
no cent;alized media cehtérs during the-bhone survey, nﬁne Had
ever established such centers. The media center at one prlic
combfehensive university responding to the mail survey reported
that it was currently.being disestablished, andlseveral othRers
indicated that they did not euxpect thei( centers to exi¢t in five
years. 0One research university indicating ﬁhat-its media center.
was in "deep trouble" has maintained one 5+ this nation’'s most -

highly respected graduate programs in educational technology.
Results

Hzalth of Media Centers

The Tfask Force was interested in media directors’ perception
- of the health of their centers, first from the point of view of
current status,?ana second from the perspective of a t;énd from
197% to 1982. Thé putcome was much more posétive thaﬁ the Task.
Force expected. However, the trends in funding and manning

levels, to be reported below, do not generally support the notion

of an improving situation.

14
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" Several factors could account for the mostly 4av5rab1é
response to this éet of questions. Since the period 1977-82 was
one gf budget crisesrand general_retéenchment throﬁghout.higher
eduéation, re;pondents could be indicating tHat media programs
haQé fared as weil as ofgbetter than other units at fheff-
institutionsg and ghis could bé a positive sign. 'Cutbacks at

several media centers have resulted in internal reorganizations,

" and in some cases mergers with other campus agencies, that have

Table:E

Trend in Media Center Health, 1977-82

: a ‘ . _b.
~Class N CI SI S SD cD X
FPublic
" RES 19 8 S 3 2 1 2.11
DOC 19 4 ) 3 4 2 2.68
comMrF 39 8 2 10 S 4 - 2.62
LIB 4 e 0 0 0 1 2.00
cac 29 S 13 3 S 3 2.39°
TOY 110 28 36 19 16 11 : 2.91
%) ' _ (23) . (33) (17) (15 (10)
Privace
RES - 12 4 S 0O 2 1 2.2
poc 12 () 3 2 1 0 1.82
COoMP 16 .7 8 0 1 0 1.69
LIB 33 " 15 11 3 4 0 1.88
cJac 13 C S S 1 2 0 200
TOT 86 37 32 () 10 1 . 1.91
(%) ' (43) (37) (07) (12) (O1)
‘ . G )
“ . €I —- Considerably Improved (1)
SI - Somewhat Improved (2) _
S - About the Same (3)
SD - Somewhat ‘Deteriorated (4) -
"'CD - Considerably Detériorated (5) = ‘
b ,

. Note: Mean computed from;point values indicated in (a) above.
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strengthened the centers'positibné o campus and Kave placed
greater emphasis on ﬁuality rather ﬁhan quantity. Another
possibility is that éomé"respondepts simply were unwilling to
admit that the situation had defériora%ed uﬁder their leadership.

Trend in Media Center Health, 1977-82. Table 3 summarizes

media directors’ perceptions of the current status of their

'centeks compafed.with that of 4ive years earlier. A positive

picture prevails across all five classifications, public éhd
private. Sixty—eight percent of the rESpoﬁdents felt that their
centers were better off in'1982—é3 than in 1977-78. émong private
institutions, BO percent held this view. Overall, 6n1y 19 percent
felt that their situations had deteriorated, ih:luding just 17
percent of the private school-respondents.l

General Health of Media Centersi,1982—83. Since trends aré

most valuable when a feférent is estabiished, respéndenté were
asked to aséess the curgént healtﬁ (as of the 1982;83.sch001 year)
of their media centers. These daté are summarized.in Table 4.
Overall, B2 percent placed their centers in "héalthy"'catEgories,
while just 1B percent felt their centérs were “uﬁhealthy". Among
privéte institutions, 86 percent weré regarded as “heaithy",
including.31 ﬁerceht "yery healthy". Only.nine media centers, or
just five perceﬁt, Qere considered to be "in‘deép trouble" by
théir directors; | | o : . | /
When funding reductions and personnel cutbacks (described
below) are conSideréd, these‘aré amaéing statistics, faf more

positive than might have been expe&ted. Not only is the

percentage of "healthy" media centers, as perceived by their

diréctors, remarkably high, butithe trend figures above‘suggest

16 o
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Table 4

Cﬁrrent General Health of Media Center

a ' b

Class N VH SH ST DT X
/ Public
| REE 19 8 8 I 0 1.74
j DOC 19 a4 11 3 1 2,05
©coMP . 39 9 20 & 4 2,13
LIB 4 2 1 1 0 l'1.75
cac 29 7 17 4 1 I 1.97
! ' : '
TOT 110 0 57 17 6 I 1.99
(%) | (27) (52) (15) (06) |
| /
Private '
. 1
RES 12 4 & 1 1 | .92
DoC 12 = 2 0 ;. 1.92
‘COMP 16 6 9 1 ) 1.69
LIB 33 10 17 5 1 | 1.91
cac 13 4 8 0o 1 / 1.85
TOT 86 27 47 9 3 | 1.86
(%) - (31) (55) (10) (04) |
. . I
a ) ) ' |
VH - Very Healthy (i) f
SH — Somewhat Healthy (2) _
- 8T - Same Tr?uble ) o
DT - Deep Trouble.(4) .- . : ' .
b ’ | !

Note: Mean calculated from point values iAdicated in (a) rabaove.

| j
!

_ | ‘ ; ; :
tqat situation§ rre improving at a substantial number af
‘institutions. t

Reéﬁers mu%t consider that the data déscribed in this report

represent the picture at a particular point in time —— the middle

of the 1982483!academic year. Members of the Task Farce continue

| o -
to hear horror |[stories of major cutbacks, layoffs, and mandated

\ reorganizationé in’college and university medi a denters,:including
\ | : . .
rsome members oﬁ the sample. Had the survey:been conducted in

1983-84, a som what different profile could have been expected.




Table S

qurent Health by Trend

VH SH ST DT T
cI z8 27 0 : 0 65
(19) (14) om ' (o,
SI 16 46 5 I 1 68
o8) (23 (03) ; (00) -
s 2 20 | 3 ' ) 25
(01) (o) 1 (02) (00
_______________ ]
SD 1 10 11 4 26
(00) (05) (06) (02)
CD ) 1 .7 4 12
(00) (00) (04) (02)
T 57 104 26 9 196

Replication of this study at regular intervals, with the resultinév
comparisons, could well be a more accurate indicator of these
trendé.

Juxtaposition of Health and Trend. When Tablés I and.4 are

combined; the result provides an even mofe dramatic illustration
of the positive posture iﬁ which ‘many media directofs perceive
their operations. (See Table S5.) Nineteen‘ﬁercent bf the
respondenés identified‘theif media centers as both “Qery.healthy"

and "considerably improved", the second highest cell percentage,

)

while just 2 percent were placed in the opposite corner, "in deep

trouble" and “considerably deteriorated". : ,

The dotted line in Table S sepérates those media centers
percg?ved to be in an improving posture from those in -a declining
pésture. This line separé&es the'"healfhy".from'the “unhealtﬁy;,

as they will be referred to i~ this report. . A total of 154 of the

: 1
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CI

SI

SD

CD

VA

IA
OH
uT
oK
OH
ND
LA
NY

MN

cA
IA

-NE

DE
OH
KS
CA
LA

CA
' OR

MD

MA

(17)
(22)
(25)
(16)
(02)

(23)

(03)
(12)
(135

(47)

(22)
(32)
(18)

(25)

(21)
(47)
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196 respendente, or 79 percent, placed themselves in the

1 -
( ! ‘ -1

'"healthy"”category, including 84 percent of the pfivate
ST | =

institutions r%porting.
" I N . . .
RelationsHip of Health and Location. M. M. Chambers, an
' ) | . : I :
Illinois State University education professor, compiles an annual

report compar%ng state“approprietions to higher education (see
Magarrell, 1982). One of Chambers’ Tables rank orders states
according to percent increase or eecrease over two-year periods.
Table b: ‘which followq the format of Table S and includes only
publxc 1nst1tut10n5, identifies the locatxon of the media centers
in each cell by statF. ‘Tne number inlparentheses is the rank
order of that state; according te’Chambers’ data for 1982-83.

An analysis of the rank orders appears to confirm that'a.
relatienship bay e%ist between location and medie'center health.
o+ the 82 pubhic institutions in the "healthy"'cetegory, 49, or &0
percent, are located in states in the top half of Chambers rank
order. Exghteen of the 28 public institutions (64 percent) in the

"unhealthy" category are located in states in the bottom half of

the rank order. It must be observed, however, that the data are

'inconsistent.i'Some media centers in financially troubled states

eppear to be quite healthy,_while others in relatively strong

states seem to be in some trouble. - ' ;

Reasons ﬂor Media Center Health Status. Respondents were

asked-to lisﬂ reasens why their media ¢centers were healthy or

o —

unheal thy. Tebles 7 and B8 summarize these responses, respec-—

1
i

tively. Mor al suﬂport of tne administration was the most
’ ‘ .

frequently mehtioned reason for positive”nealth, fol#owed by

client demandy/attitude and/or ability of staff, gmod management,

t ’ . o0 - i
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Table 7
Reasons for Media Center Health

Reason ’ ' / N

¢ .
Moral support of adm1n1strat10n O < 4
Demand for product/Support of c11ente1e 43
Attitude/Ability of staff : 38
- Good management/leadership X ' 24
Record of success/service ; Lo ! 24
Quantity/Quality of equipment // - / : i3
Increasing awareness of media L 13
Financial support of administration y 11

Ability to.generate revenue
Guallty of facility
Administrative structure

New - management in media center
Hard work

Fublic relations effort
Financial stability- of state/lnstltutlon
Cost—-saving efforts

Do not charge for services

Good communication with admlnlstratlon
Endowment/Grant money

Faculty rank of director

Good rapport with cllentele

Cable TV operation

Availability of mlcrocomputers .
Self-service feature of media certer

\
i

- ’ . Table 8

Freess R RWDUANNNO

Reasons for Lack of MéafémdéﬁfeF"HééIfh"

[

2

Reason

4
D

Insufficient budget/Budget cuts:

General econamic conditions

Staff reductlons/Lack of personnel

Lack of institutional support

Lack of grod equipment

Inadequate facilities

Lack of sdftware

Lack- of caomputer capability
Administrétive arganization

Campus poliitics

Increased dependence an generated income
Bad facultyy attitude v .

Lack of clearly defined institutional mission

-
Lo SO 0 OO I 5 I 05 B % B I % I 4 N ¢ IR 1 I
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and history of reliabfe products and services. These factors are
rafher significant, because they can be enhanced by the dicectdr
fhrough squndzmanagement practices. They are also quite
interdependent. |

Budgétary conditions dominate the list of reasons.for lqck of
media center health. An interesting follow-up study would compare
the factors listed in Tables 7 and B8 to determine the degree of
correlation with perceived media center health. The results might

further focus the needs for future AECT and DEMM programming.

\
\ . »

\
\

\

The épparent optimism of med{a directors regarding the health

Funding Patterns

of their ceﬁters is not generally;supported by an analysis of their
budgets. While some do appear to be enjoying relatively high
1évels of financial support, others are enduring ra?her severe
cutbacks. The overall fpnding picture is rather distreésing.

A gqualifier is necess;ry béfore budgeting data is presented.
Although the questionnaire specifically requested that respondents
identify the_size of the total media cehter budget, including
saiaries, many.weré unable pr'qnwillfdg to pfo?ide-this
information. Others simply_failed to follow directions. Some
inclﬁdéd salaries, for example,-while others did not. Some
included.the library budgetlfor print-related services. A
surprising number of media directqrs, particularly those housed in:
librarie«w, reported thaf they did not have access to details. of
their media budgets.

Therefore, the absélute accurécy of the budgetary data that

follows may be open to question. However, if it may be assumed

29 : : ’
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N Medi an
Fublic
RES 18 $480,000 $121,000 to $2,750,000
DaC 17 236,000 70,000 to 1,200,000
comMP 30 121,000 10,000 to 750,000
L1B 2 134,000 68,000 to 200,000
cac 22 108,000 17,000 to 825,000
Frivate
RES 11 145,000 5,000 to 791,000
DOC 9 194,000 59,000 to 900,000
CoMP 8 S1, 000 22,000 to 203,000
LIB o3 30,000 1,000 to 350,000
tac 5. 47,000 3.000 to 106,000

- 16 -

Table 9

1982-83 Budgets, by Classification

Range

aNumber providing this information.

that respondents reported the same funding basé for each year that
this infofmétiqn was provided, tﬁen the figures quoted beiow are
likely to be quite acﬁurate és representative of trends,. and, as
such;zprovide an interesting pro*ile.' '

1982-82 éudgets. Table ? lists desc?iptive data for the'145
institutioqs providing 1982-B83 budget iqkormation. As may be
expeéted, the largest universities hag/éhe largest medi a budgets,e
ranging up to $2.7 million.$ Privagé/;nsfitutidns, with lower
enrollments and lower institutionéi budgets in many c;ses, reborted
lower overall media budgets. |

The differeﬁces between/}ﬁBi—BE and 1982-83 budgets.ére

24 perceﬁt received decreases and 17

compiled in Table 10. Amon public institutions, 57 percenf

received increases, while
percent received the sagie buiget amount earh year. Thus, 43

‘percent of the media nters at public colleges and universities

T 23
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Table 10

Bucget Change, 1981-82 to 1982-83

Fercent
Change RES Doc cComMP LIB . cJac TOT (%)
Public
100 + 0 0 1 0 0 t (o)
50-99 0 0 -0 0 0 0 (00)
20-49 1 0 1 0 3 5 (05)
(+) 10-19 1 2 5 1 4 13 (14)
5-9 4 b b 1 b 23 (25)
1-4 3 2 4 1 1 11 (12)
W) 4 3 3 0 6 16 (17)
1-4 1 1 .0 0 2 4 (04)
s—? 2 0 3 0 2 7 (08
(=) 10-19 2 3 3 0 1 ? (10)
20-49 0 0 2 0 1 Z W3
50-99 0 0 1 0 0 1 (01)
Private
100G + 0 0 0 1 0 1 (02)
50-99 0. 0 0 1 0 102
20-49 3 1 1 2 1 8 (12)°
(+) 10-19 5 4 2 & 2 192 (30)
5-9 0 3 3 5 2 13 (20)
1-4 0 1 0 2 0 3 (04)
0 0 0 2 5 1 8 (12)
1-4 0 0 0 0 0 0 (OO
5-9 1 0 1 1 s} 3 (04) k
(=) 10-19 0 0 1 4 O 5 (08)
20-49 1 0 0 t 1 3 (04)
50-99 0 0 0 0 1 1 (02)

had no budgetary growth for 1982-83.

The picture was somewhat brighter among private institutions,
where 70 percent received increases and only 18 percent suffered
decrease5.  Thifty percent of private coliege media centers thus
lacked budgetary growth during this per@od. Perhaps more
indicative of the disparity between public and private institutions
is the gsize of the increase. Among private schools, 446 percent
received budget increases of 10 percent or more, while only 20

percent of the public institution media centers received increases




Table 11
a
.Summary of Budget Changes, 1981-82 to 1982-87

Fublic . Frivate
Increase Same Decrease Increase Same Decrease
Heaithy
RES g g 4 5 0 2
DocC g8 1 2 7 0 0
ComMF 14 0 & S 2 2
LIR 3 0 0 14 3 &
cac 10 S 3 S 1 2 N
TO0T 45 10 15 36 & 12
(%) (&4) (14) (22) (&7) (11) (22)
Unheal thy \
RES 1 0 1 3 0 0
DoC 2 2 2 2 O Q
come 1 3 2 1 0 0
LIB o (o] 0 3 2 0
cac q4 1 3 0 0 0
TOT 8 6 9 9 2 0
- (A (35 (26) (39) (82) (18) (G
a

Note: These figures are not adjusted for inflation.

of that‘magnitude.

These figures may be éomewhat misleading. One of the

liberal arts college media centers received an increase from %1,000

to #2,000, a 100 percent rai~= but hardly one of great

significance. Another budget rose from $£792 to #1,000, a rather
inconsequential 26‘percent increase.

Another interesting comparison is that of "healthy" aﬁd
"unhealthy" media centers. As Table li:illustraﬁes, the percentage
receiving increases and decreases is ve?y similar for public'and
private.categories among "healthy" colleges. The difference
between "unhealthy" inStitqtions, however, is rather dramati¢ and

accounts for most of the variations intTable 10 data. Among

25



"unhealthy" public institutions, only %5 percent of the mcdia

centers received budget increases in 1982-83, while 82 percant of

the "unhealthy" private college media centers received increases

. ‘": v//l .
and none received budget cuts. This information raises logical

guestipns as to why the latter were conéidered "unhealthy". I+
Budgeés at these private institutions were inadequate in 1981-82,
the increases awarded in 1982-83 may not have been sufficient. 1t
is more likely that the "unhealthy" condition was perceived because

of factoFS'unrelated to the budget.

Table 12

Change in Media Center Budget,
1981-82 o 1982-83,
Adjusted for &6 Fercent Inflation

Fublic ' Private
a : Same or ' .Same or
N Increase Decrease N Increase Decrease
Healthy
, b
RES 16 4 (23) 12 (75) 7 S (71) 2 (29)
DoC 11 8 (73) 3 (27) 7 7 (100) 0 (00)
comp 22 11 (50) 11 (S0) Q 4 (44) 3 (36)
LIB 3 1 (33) 2 (&7) 23 12 (52) 11 (48>
cac 18 8 (44) 10 (58) 8 4 (50) 4 (30)
TO0T 70 32 (446) 38 (54) 54 2 (S 22 (41)
Unhealthy
.RES 2 1 (50) 1 (50 3 3. (100) O {(00)
pocC & 0 (00) & (100) 2 1 (3O) 1 (S0)
COMP 7 0 (00) 7 (100) 1 1 (100} O (00)y
LIR 0 0 (00) 0 (00) 5 2 (40) 3 (&0)
cac 8 3 (37) S (63) 0 o (00) 0 (00)
_TDT 23 4 (17) 19 (83) 11 7 (&4) 4 (Z6)
a

Note: N = numter broviding budget information.

Note: Number in parentheses is percent of N.
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According to the Consumer‘Price Index, the infla?ion rate from
;981 to 1982 was six percent. Table 12 illustrates tHeie*féct of
adjusting 1982-83 budgets for inflation. Once again, major
disdrépancies were observed, both between private and public
institutions and "hgalthy" and "“unhealthy" categories. For
example, among "unhéalthy“‘institutions, only 17 percent of the
media éenters at public colleges received increases that kept up
with inflation. Sixty-four percent of their private counterparts
received budget increases of at least six percent. Likewise, the
di fference between "health?" and “unhealthy“ public institutiﬁns‘is
rather dramatic, while the same comparison among private schools

shows minimal differences, and those that exist seem to favor the

"unhealthy" institutions.

Irends in Budget Allocations, 1977-78 to 1982-83. According to

the Consumer Price.Index, inflation increased prices by &0 percent
between 1977 and 1982. An insufficient number of "unhealthy"

institutions provided 1977-78 data to make healthy/unhealthy

Table 17

Change in Media Center Budget, 1977-78 to 1982-83,
Adjusted for Inflation "

Public : Private
. - a Less than  +&0% a - Less than  +60%
"N + &0% ,Oor more N + &0% : or more

RES 1 7 4 5 1 4
pocC ' 10 ? 1 5 2 3
COMP 14 10 4 & 4 2
LIB 1 1 0 12 5 7
ok {w 11 7 4 1 1 0
TOT 47 34 S B 29 13 .16
(%) - N3 (28) : (45) (55)

" a , .
~ Number providing 1977-78 and 1982-83 budget data.
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comparisons valid, but Table 13 ;llustrates how private and public

categories fared against inflation. Just 28 percent of public

institution media centérs-were able to maintain budgets tha; kept

up with inflation during this five-year period. By contrast,£§§

percent of the media centers at private schools were able to

increase budgets by at least this amount. These figures.are

parficularfy séartling when theutechnoiogical change during this
// ,

period is cdnsidered.

.As Table 14 indicates, 54 percent of the public institution

‘media centers were not even able to increase their budgets by as

much as 30 percent between 1977 and 1982, and nine percent had no
increase at all.
Table 14

Percent Increase in Budget Allocations,
1977-78 to 1982-83

Increase - RES DOC  COMP LB cac TOT (%)
) ' Publi; S N

200 + = 1 4 0 2 6 (13)

100~199 0 0 @ 0 0 0 (00)

 60-99 2 0 0 2 7 (15)
. — — e

30-59 2 2 2 1 2 9 (19)
1-29 4 7 L6 ) 4 21 (45)

o - 1 0 2 0 1 4 (09)

Private

200 + 0 0 0 3 0 3 (11

100~199 1 0 0 2 . 0 3 (11)

60-99 z 3 2 1 o 9 (33)

T0-59 1 1 2 0 1 57 (19)

1-29 0 1 2 z 0 6 (22)

0 1 0 1 (04)

o - \ 0 0

EAN

Note: Dotted line indicates inflation rate of 60 pércent,
determined by change in Consumer Price Index, 1977-82.

2
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'Self-Generated Income

- A fairly substantial number of media centers were able to
supplement their institutional budget allocations with
self-generated income. Generated revenues relieve pressure on the

institution to provide 100 percent of the media center’s budget.

"~

In most cases, these receipts were funneled into a revolVing funﬁ.
as "discretionary money", to be allocaﬁed toWard personnel,
equipment, or supplies as the director deemed appropriate.

One media director at é private résearch institufion feported
that his center was entirely self—supportinéi His entire budgetv
wa; the #$71,000 the center ggneraﬁed. He checked the "in some
trouble" cétegory.

whé Generates_Revenue? There is little differentiation between

"healthy" and "“unhealthy" institutions on this question. A

comparison of public and private schools (see Table 15)_show5 that +.

the practice of generating income is slightly more prevalent among

Table 15

Number of Media Centers Generating Revenue, 1981-82

Public Private " Total
YES NO YES NO YES .. NO
RES 19 ) 11 1 30 (97) .. .1 (63)
DOC 16 3 9 3 25 (B1) ; & (19)
COMF = 2 15 10 b 34 (62) 21 (3|
LIB 3 1 9 24 12 (32) . 25 (68)
cic - 8 21 2 11 10 (24) 32 (76)
TOT . 70 40 41 45 - 111 8s
(%) (64) (36) (48) (52) (57) (43)

Note: There was little differentiation between "healthy" and
“unhealthy" media centers on this question.

20Q



public institutions (64 pertent to 4B'percent5 overall). Ho@ever,
the important difference here is in the comparisoﬁ.of classifiéa-
tions.'

Néarly all research universities genefaté income,-as do 81
percent of the doctorate-grantingVinstitutions. By contrast, only
32 percent of the libera; arts colleges and 24 percent of thé
two;year insfitutions generate revenue. The percentage of : -
réspondénts reporting no activity in this area is quite »
significant. Mediamd%rectoEs—af—the—%fbéra%—artﬁ—and—tcmmuﬁff7**:“;——
VCOIIEge levels appear to be iess likeiy to have control over their'
budgets, and conéequéntly, mighc be less able to establish
revenue—producing'procedﬁres. Some media directors»mgylsimply bé
unaware of opportunities and procedutii/for generating income.

Others are employed by institﬁtions/wherE'bookkeeping systéms do

not permit this kind of flexibility.

emount;pf_Generafed Income. Table 16 provides descriptive

- Table 16
Amount'ff Revenue Generated, by Classification -
Class N . Median Range
Public
RES .~ 16 '$200,000  $4,000 to 2,200,000
pocC 15 75,000 6,000 to 400,000 :
comP - 16 27,000 500 to 347,000
LIB - 2 - 4,000 1,000 to 7,000
CJc 6 1,000 ' - 500 to 45,000
.. Private
RES 10 65,000 1,000 to 279,000
poC 6 30,000 3,000 to 73,000
ComMP 8 2,000 400 to 5,000
LIB 7 300 100 to 1,000 .
cJc . 2 1,500 - . 10 to 3,000 :

ERIC . I 30 >
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I

information réqarding the ambunt of revenue gaznerated. The amount
~vary greatly, %rom $10 aﬁ‘a pr#vate junior college to over %2.2
million at theypublic research inétitution with the #2.7 miliion
media budget. In general, private institutioﬁ medig cen?ers
generate much léss_income than their puplic counterparts.. These
disparitigé are quite evident in the ;omparisoh of median and

maximum amounts generated.

<

Révenue-?roducing,Activitieg. Activities by which media
centers generate income—are-listed—in—TFable-17—— The first five
were provided in the mail questionnaire. The sixth, "charges for

services not in support of instruction", was added to the phone

' Table 17

Révénue—Generating Activities

N

Charges for services _ : 81
Sales of supplies _ 75
Equipment rentals : : ' 64
Rertals of films/tapes : 44
Sales of films/tapes ’ a 35
Charges for services not in support of instruction 20

Note: The following were written in by respondents.

Equipment repair charges S
Sales/production of souvenirs 2
Contract work ' : 2
Duplicating services 2
Consulting 1
, Rental of facilities 1
Fines on averdues 1
Photocopy service 1
‘Courier service 1
UPS service 1
Lab fees 1
Workshops . 1
Microform copies 1
Kodak dealership 1

a _ ‘ _ ‘ ' , -
Note: This item was listed only in the telephone survey.

‘ o . . . -
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survey form because several pefsons made this differentiation on
the mail survey. Had this item initially been included in the mail
questionnaire, it is likefy to have been'checked by a greate?
number of requndents, with a related drop in the tallies for
.-"charges for services'. The remaining activities were written iﬁ
by respondents gnd-ﬁrovide a provocative list of revenue—proﬁu&ing

possibilities.

Disposition of Generated ﬁevenues; 'Eighty—four bercent of:the
respondeﬁts ﬁepﬁrting generated revenue were abie_to incofﬁofate
all of it into their media budgets. Eight percent were pérmitﬁed
to retain a portion‘of it, while just eight percent were required
to turn all of it in to the instit?tion. Nearly all the generated
.revenues reverting to the business office went into the general

fund.
Grants

Only 29 of the 196 respondents received gran£$,+rom off-campus
sources during the 1982-83 school.year, less than 1S pefcent. of
these, eight weré Title II-A grénts awardéd to two—-year colleges
for the purchase of.softWare. No two others came frqm'theAéame -
funding agency, and oqu‘two were awarded for amounts e%ceeding.
$50,b00. State agencies,and foundations were the most\frequéntly
mentioned'sources.of g?ant funds. Afthouéh patterns are diffi-
cult to detect, a common objective appears to_pe development of
-fiim libraries. Funding agencies and amouﬁts;.whén provided, are

listed in Table 18. o *\
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Table 18

Sources and Amounts of Grants Received

Patterns in FPersonhel Levels

Class Source _ Amount
v
RES Private business $25,000
RES Utah Endowment for the Humanities 47,500
RES Michael Foundation 15,3500
RES A. ‘B. Dick Foundation ———

- RES National Endowment for the Humanities 20,000
RES Private 1nd1v1dua1 4,500
'RES World Bank . : Bee
paoc Vermont Assn. for Mental Health 18,000
DocC Vermont Council on Humanities and

Public Issues 30,000
DOC State of Texas 10,000
DocC Private individual 3,000
DoC Sloan Foundation A 200,000

COMP Louisiana Department of Education 45,000

COMF Air Capitol Cablevision 10,000

COMP Unidentified area consortium ——
LIB Kate B. Reynolds Trust Fund 235,000
LIB Alumni group : : 30,000

~LIB Virginia Foundatxon for Independent

Colleges 3,300
cJc State~educatxona1 TV. 2,000
cJac Title II ——
cJc Department of Commerce 259,765
cac Title II ——— -
cJac Title I1I . 2,200 -
cac Title II o 2,600
cJac Title I1 ‘ ———
cJc Title II 840
cac Title II 1,000
cac Title I1I B804
cac County Herxtage Commxssxon S00

. \ '

Respondents were askeditovlist the numbe? of full-time,
non-student partftimé, andgstudent part-time personnel employed at
the start of the 1977-78, 1981-82, and 1982-83 academic years.
Responses to the non—étudent part—tiﬁe question did not Yieldl
meaﬁingful information and are not reported here. Howevér, the

resulting statistics for full-time and student empldyees reveal

ERIC e S 33




- employee, including three at the research level, and 11 (13

Table 19

Full Time Employees, 1982-83

Number of | : ' '
Employees RES boc CcomP LIB cJac TOT (%)

e Fublic

50 + 3 0 0 0 0 3 (0
T0-49 3 2 1 0 0 & (06&)
20-25 4 & 1 0 1 10 (09)
10-19 7 I 8 1 5 24 (23)
5-9 1 7 11 1 b 26 (24)
2-4 1 3 9 1 14 28 (26)
1 0 0 5 1 3 9 (08)

0. 0 0 .0 0 1 1 (O1)

Private ,

50 + 0 0 0 0 0 0O (00)
30-49 0 1 0 0 0 1 (01)
20-29 2 0 0 o 0 2 (02)
10-19 2 2 "0 1 0 5 (06)
5-9 1 3 4 0 2 10 (12)
2-4 3 3 b 10 4 26 (31)
1 3 2 4 13 7 29 (35)
0 ) 0 2 ? 0 11. (13

interesting dichotomies between public and'pri§qte.and "healthy“
and "unhealthy" institﬁtions.

Full-Time Employees, 1982—837 Table 19 lists the number . of

full-time emplqyeés,'by classification and funding source, for the.
1982-83 academic yvear. Amohg public institutions, 65 percent had

five or more employees;.whiie'79 percent of the staffs at private
_ _ /o
colleges and universities had fewer than five persons. Twenty-

‘nine private institutions, or 35 percent, had only one full-time

-

‘percent) had pone. Many of the media centers in the_latterfaroup

/

were located within libraries, with the media director also
holding other respdnsibilities. Fredictably, the largest staffs

arezat”hubric research and doctorate-granting universities.

R4



Table 20

Change in Full—Tﬂhe Employees,
1981-82 to/ 1982-83

Change . RES- . boC comr LIB cac

TOT (%)
Public |
|
+ 3 (+) 1 0 1 0 o | .2 (o
+ 2 1 2 2 0 1 6 (05) -
+1 3 3 2 1 1 10 (09)
0 8 9 24 2 20 | 63 (58)
-1 2 5 2 o, 7 | 16 (15
-2 1 0 o2 1 0 .4 (04)
- T (+)y 3 0 -3 0 1 7 (06)
Net * -12 +2 -7 -1 -7 | =25
Private
+ 3 (+) ) 0 0 0 0 0 (00)
+ 2 - ) 0 ) 1 ) 1 (01)
+ 1 2 3 3 1 0 9 (11)
0 8 8 .10 31 13 70 (84)
-1 0 0 2 0 0 2 (02)
-2 0 0 1 0 0 1 (01) |
- T () 1 0 0 o "0 1 (01).
Net -2 +3 -1 43 0 +3

Change in Full-Time Employees, 1981-82 to 1982-83. Fublic

1

institutions were much mdre likély to add or delete medfa'

1 positions, particularly the lattér, over th%ﬁlperipd. (See Table
20.) Only S8 percent of the public colleges and universities
maintained the‘statﬁs quo, while 84 percent of the private.sehools
ret;ihéd their media staff size. The more startiing difference is

'in deletions. ‘While just four percent of the'privateiihstitutiéns
deleted poéitions, of did not fill vacant positions, 25 percent of-
their public counterparts reported position losses.: The 108 publf&i
'{nstitutions respondiﬁg to this quéstion'shdwed'é net loss of 25
positions, while the 84 priQate colleges had a net gain of three
poéitioﬁs. | | |

Q - . ' o '3£i
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Table 21

Change in Full Time S5taff Fositions
1981-82 to 1982-83,
by Healthy/Unhealthy Status

Heal thy " Unhealthy
PUB (%) PRI (%) . FUB (%) PRI (%)
Gained . 17 (21) 8 (11) 1 (04 2 (17)
Same = 53 (65) 60 (83 10 (38 10 (83)

Lost - 12 (14) 4 (06) 15 (58) o (00)

o

As Table 21 indicates, the danger of losing positions was

lé;bely confined to public'media centers in the “unhéalthy"
\\v N .

category. S8 percent of these suffered position losses in 1982-83.
By #ontrast, just 14 percent of the "healthy" state institutions

reduced their media staffs. It is also interesting that none of

the "unheélthy" private schools cut its media staff size.

Change in Full-Time Employees, 1977-78 to 1982-83. Two

statistics stand out in the analysis of staff changes over this

_ five-year period. One is. that 40 percent of the public

¢

institutiohé lost more media positiohs than they gained, while only

eight percent of the private colleges lost media p051t10n5.' (See
Table 42,) In fact, ;4 percent of the,pub11c col;eges lest five»or
more positions./f | ) |

- The other’ dxsturb1ng statistlc is that pub11c colleges and

urniversities responding showed a net . loss of 47 Dos1t1ons, wh11e

staffs at private school media centers in the sample gr by

positions. In fairness, it must be reported that:.one public

‘research uniVersity accounted_fdr'the loss of 39 positions,

trimming its full-time staff size from 100 to 61. 1If this single

response were removed, the net loss for all public institutions

RIS
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Table 22

Change in Full-Time Employees,
1977-78 to 1982-83

Change RES DOC  COMF LIB cac TOT (%)
Public
+ 10 (+) 2 0 0 0 0 2 (03)
+ 5-9 2 0 1 0 L 4 (06)
+ 1-4 2 6 6 0 3 17 (26)
0 2 2 8 0 4 16 (25)
- 1-4 2 6 4 1 5 18 (28)
- 5-9 2 0 1 0 3 6 (09)
- 10 (+) 1 (a) 0 1 0 0 2 (03)
Net -19 -1 -2 -2 -23  -47
Pfivate
+ 10 (+) 0 o 0 o . 0 L0 (00)
+ 5-9 0 o 0 o | 0 0 (00
+ 1-4 S S 4 4 2 20 (41)
0 2 1 & 14 2 25 (51)
- 1-4, 0 1 2 1 o 4 (08)
- 5-9 0 0 0 0 0 0 (00)
- 10 (+) 0 0 o 0 0 0 (00)
" Net +10 +8 +7 +5 42 +32
a

Note: One-public reéearch institution lost 39 media positions.

would be just eight positions, and the RES/FUE.category would show'
a net gain of 20. Nith-this in mind, it is evident that thg‘one
category in the gréatesg.danéer;of l6sing positions is public
community and juniorlcolleges.

Once again in this case, the "unhealthy" state iﬁstit;tions
were thg most likely td suffer staff cuts. 'As Table 23 illus—
éra;és, 15 of the 19 “unhealthyf institutions pro?iding this data
lost positions, a substantial 7B.percent.. 06ce again, only four
.private collegeé delefed medi a bositions; and the losses were

- L

L minimal.
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Table 23

Change in Full Time Staff Positions,
1977-78 to 1982-83,
by Healthy/Unhealthy Status

Healthy  Unhealthy
PUB (%) PRI (%)  PUB (%) PRI (%)
~ Gained 21 (486) 18 (43) 2 (11) 2 (29
' Same 14 (30) 20 (48) 2 (11) S (71)

Lost 11 (24) 4 (O 15 (78) 0 (0G0)

Titles of Full—Time Fositions Added and Deleted, 1977-82. Data

collécted for these two quésfith'were disappointing. Many
respondents did not make the effort to anéwer them properly. For
example, it was noted often that the number of positions,liSted did
not match the changes in staffvéizefreported. In some cases this
item was left blank, although changés_in‘staff size had been
reported. |

In addition, such a Qide variet? of position titles'weée listed.
that the Task Force'gfouped them into m&re genefal categories to
make the aggregate meaningful. In many cases it was difficu;t to
infer actual work‘respﬁnsibilities fromf}he job title provided.

: S,

However, considering that the same basié ériteria were applied to
‘bgth additions qnd deletions, some inteﬁesting trends do emerge.

Table 24 contains a summary of posi#ion cHangeé.. It appears
that many media directors may have met;the mandate of budget
reducfions by.eliminating administrati&e and/or technical
personnel. These two cgtegories Had the highest delefion rates and
lowest addition rates, excluding instructional development, wh;ch

had few positions either added or deleted. Froduction personnel

apparently received the greatest protection,_wifh 44 positions addéd'

=
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Table 24

Full-Time Fositions Added and Eliminated,
1977 to 1982

Added Eliminated
Category N yA : N A
Administrative - 15 11 25 22
Production 44 33 20 18
. Clerical ) 40 30 25 22
Technical 33 28 39 9
Instructional Development 1 01 , 3 03
and just 20 eliminated among the respuading institutions. Many of
the new production jobs were created for video specialists.
It is also interesting that four director and one essistent
director positions were lost, while two director and six¢ assistant
e director posts were added. Analysis of instutution classifica-
tions reveals no pattern.
Number of_ Student Employees. Data on the number of student
workers employed during this period may be found in Tables 25-27.

Readers are advised to consider these statistics with caution,

because the Task Force neglected to request information related to

average number of hours worked and source of the {uggg., Without

. - {
these referents, student employment figures arerelatively meaning-

lees./ For example, three students could/@ork 20 hours ber week
each@ while 10 students could work six hours peﬂ week each. The
/

teﬁel amount of labor would be the saﬁe, but 1n bne 1nstance seven
more students had been employed than in the other.

" The fact that private institutions have hired greater numbers
of students during the past five years most liéely reflects the

need for these colleges to provide financial aid, thus helping to

offset the relatively higher costs of attending these schools. As

ERIC o . " aa




- Table 25

Number of Student Employees, 1982-83

Number RES DoC comMF - L1IB cac TOT {4
Public
S0 + 2 4 1 0 0 . 7 (07)
20-49 Q 4 .9 0 2 24 (24)
20-29 S 2 1 1 3 12 (12)
10-19 2 4 Q 0 7 22 (22)
5-9 o} 2 9 0O 4 14 (14)
1-4 1 3 3 2 10 19 (19!
o} 0 o} 0 0 1 1 (01)
Private
S50 + 2 1 0 o} 0O S (04)
30-49 1 1 0 2 4] 4 (05)
20-29 2 é 2 1 2 13 (16)
10-19 4 2 4 7 2 19 (23)
5-9 1 1 4 11 3 20 (25)
1-4 1 0 4 8 S 18 (22)
0 1 o} 0 2 1 4 (09
Table 26

Change in Student Employees,
1981-82 to 1982-83

Change RES poc -COMF LIB cac TOT (%)

’ Public
+ 10 (+) 1 1 0 0 ) 2 (02)
+ 5-9 1 1 0 1 0 3 (03
+ 1-4 4 1 7 1 6 19 (20)
0 10 10 15 1 15 51 (53)
- 1-4 0 3 4 0 2 9 (09)
- 5-9 1 2 3 0 2 8 (08)
- 10 (+) 2 1 1 0 0 4 (04)
Net +8 -2 -28 +6 -2 -18
Private
+ 10 (+) 1 0 0 1 ) 2 (03)
+ 5-9 1 2 0 0 0 I (04)
+ 1-4 2 .S 0 6 4 17 (22)
0 8 4 12 20 7 51 (65)
- 1-4 0 0 1 3 i 5. (0k)
- 5-9 0 0 ) 0 0 0 (00)
-1 0 Q- 0 0 0 0 (00)

Net +19 +18 -2 +28 C+3 +66
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Table 27

Change in Student Employees,
1977-78 to 1982-83 ‘ : .

Change ' RES DOC COMF LIB cJC . TOT (%)

) Public
+ 10 (+) 3 2 1 0 0 & (10)
+ 5-9 3 1 3 0 -0 7 (12)
+ 1-4 0 P2 3 1 3 9 (15)
0 1 2 3 0 5 11 1)
- 1-4 2 2 4 0 4 12 (20)
- 5-9 1 2 0 0 1 4 (07),
- 10 (+) 3 3 3 ) 2 11 (s
Net -18 -8 -13 +2 -35 -72
Private
+ 10 (+) 2 3 1 0 0 6 (14)
+ 5-9 o] 2- 1 4 0 7 (16)
+ 1-4 1 2 4 5 2 14 (33
0 4 0 1 5 0 10 (23)
- 1-4 1 0 2 2 1 6 (14)
= 5-9 0 0 0 o 0 0 (00)
- 10 (+) 0 0 ] 0 0 0 (00
Net  +68 +62 +25 432 +3 +190

‘Note: One public research institution lost 43 student media

positions; one private research instd tion gained 56
student media positions. . rutlon »

a result, student posiﬁidns have been created throughout the

institutions, with media centers being merely one of the

beneficiaries of student labor. In fact, in viéw of the small

. permanent staff size at many private éolleges, it is quite probable

that student employees are viewed by administrators as equivalent to

full—-time staff positions.

\
A}

Likewise, many students are paid from Federal work—sﬁudy grants
and other external funding.sources.. Thérefore, the funds allocated
for studeﬁﬁ empléyees do notvnecessarily represent a direﬁt
institutional commitment to the media broéram.

<
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Fatterns in Moral Support
i ‘ .
Respondents were asked to assess the current level of moral
support, or the degree of pérsénal cdmmitment to the media

program, provided by the media director's immediate'supekvf§or,

the next higher gchelon supérvisor, and the faculty in general.

This is a purely subjective appraisal that reflects the direétor'’s
perception of how the media center is supported by others.
In some cases this perception may be soured by personality

conflicts or artificaily enhanéed by a reluctance to admit lack of

support by superiors and/or clients. The degree of cloéenesg of

\the supervxsxon may also flavor the director's perceptlon. None=

theles:, in the aggregate these data permit us to paint a fairly
clear bicture. Moral support in general appears to be quite high;
even if the financial support is not. Thié finding is evidence"

'

that administrators resbect and value média programs, and it

. provides hope that better days may be ahead if budgetary hurdles
. / «

;
can be overcome.

/

Nature of/ Moral S*ggort. Tables 28433 summafi’e the current
/

nature of moral support reported by medxé directors. ~Thé

.unxformxty of opxnxon here is. striking. Only four respondents

vxewed the1r 1mmed1ate superv150r as moderately hostile and none as
!
extremely hostile. 'SIightly more, a total of eight, second echelon

administrators were perceived as moderately hostile, but, again,

none were coHSidered extremely hostile. Only three di:ectors
considered tﬁeir faculty to be modera£e1y hostiae. One director
viewed profe;?ors on his campus to be extremely hostile, and this E
was at the center tﬁat closed shortly after the data were

\

y
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Table 28

Nature of Moral Support, Immediate Supervisor ——
: Public .Institutions

(1) (2) (3 (4) (5)

EXTRM MOD- MOD EXTRM

N SUPTV SUPTV INDIF HOSTL HOSTL

Healthy -
16 9 5 2 0 )

13 7 5 1 0 0
29 14 15 ) 0 )

3 3 0. 0 0 )
20 12 8 0 0 5
81 45 33 3 0 0

Unhealthy

3 1 2 ) 0 0

6 1 5 ‘0 ) 0
10 2 3 2 3 o

1 0 1 ) 0 G

9 S 4 ) 0 0
29 .9 15 2 3 o)

Table 29

Nature: of Moral Support, Immediate Supervisor =--
" Private Institutions

(1) (2) (3 - (4) $=))

EXTRM MOD * MOD EXTRM
N SUPTV SUPTV INDIF HOSTL HOSTL
Healthy
9 4 4 1 0 0
=) . 4 4 i 0] 0
15 10 T 2 0 0
28 17 9 2 ) 0
10 4 6 0 0 0
71 39 26 6 0 0
Unhealthy
3 1 1 0 1 0
2 1 0 1 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0
5 3 2 0 0 0
2 1 1 o L0 0
13 7 4 1 1 "o

A2

1.67
1.83
2.60
2.00
1.44

1.97

<.

1.467
1.67

1-47 :

1.46
1.60

1.53

2.33

"2.00
1.00

1.40
1.50
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TOT

RES
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LIE
cJc

TOT

RES
poc
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cac

TOT

RES
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ComMP
LIB
cJc

TOT

16

13

28

20

80

14
27

&8
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Table 30

" Nature of Moral Support, .
Next Higher Echelon Supervisor —-
Public Institutions’

(1) (2) (3 (4) (3
EXTRM MOD MOD EXTRM
SUPTVY SUFTVY INDIF- . HOSTL = HOSTL

Healthy

S .7 4 o 0

3 10 0 0 0

8 18 2 0 0

z 0 0 0 0

) 11 3 0 0

25 446 9 0 0

‘Unhealthy
0 2 0 1 0
0 4 1 1 0
1 4 3 2 Q

0 1 0 - 0 0

3 ; 4 2 o 0

4 15 & 4 (»)

Table 31

Nature of‘Moral~Suppor£,
Next Higher Echelon Supervisor —-
Private Institutions

(1) (2) > (4 (S)
EXTRM MOD 3 MOD . EXTRM
SUPTV  SUPTV INDIF HOSTL HOSTL

Heal thy
3 4 2 0 0
1 5 2 1 )

7 4 3 0 0

9 15 2 1 0

3 5 1 0 0

23 33 10 2 0

Unhealthy

2 0 0 1 0

0 0 2 0 0

0 1- 0 . 0 0

1 3 0 1 0

1. 1 0 0 )

a4 5 2 2 0
' A 8

1.94
1.77
1.79
1.00:
1.70

2. 67

- 2490

2.60 .
2.00 -

1.89

M
Y
H

x|

1.89
2.33
1.71
1.81

‘1.78
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Table 32

Nature of Moral Suppqrt,'FacﬁLty in General --
Publicilnstitutions

(1) e} () (4) (5)
EXTRM  MOD . MOD ~  EXTRM
N SUPTV  .SUFTV INDIF HOSTL HOSTL
Heal thy
16 3 10 3 0 0
13 2 9 2 0 0
28 9 14 5 0 0
3 3 0 o ) 0
20 6 g - 4 1 0
80 23 4z 14 'y 0
Unheal thy
z 1 2 0 0 0
6 1 3 1 1 0
10 4 4 1 o] i
1 1 0 0 0 0
9 2 6 1 0 0
29 9 15 3 1 1

Table 33

Nature of Moral Support, Faculty in General --
Private Institutions

(L) (2) (3) (4) . ()

EXTRM MOD ‘MOD EXTRM

N SUPTV - SUPTV INDIF HOSTL HOSTL

Heal thy

9 0. 9 0 o) )

9 2 4 3 0 )
14 7 6 1 0 )
29 13 13 1 1 )
10 2 T 5 3 0 0

70 24 37 8 1 )
Unheaithy

3 1 1 1 0 )

2 ¢ ) 2 0 )

1 ) 1 ) ) )

5 0 4 1 0 0

2 1 1 ) ) )
13 2 7 4 0 0

2.00"
2.00
1.86
1.00°
2.00

1.91

1.67

2.33

1 2.00

1.00
1.89

x|

2.00
2.11
1.57
1.64
2.10

1.80

2.00
.00
2.00
2.20
1.50

2.15 -



collected.

" No gignificént patterns appear'£o bé:pre5ent. Most (but not
all) of the fsomeWHat hostile" assessﬁegts came fram "UnﬁealthY"
media centers. Their numbers, however, ére so few that %t seems.
imprdper to éugéest that unsupportive supervisors and professors
are chafacteri;tic of unhealthy medga programs. Among “"healthy"
media centers, thg more strongly the institutional foﬁus is on
teaching rafhér‘than research,:éuch as in liberal arts and two—’
year colleges, the gréater_the degree of moral support,
particularly among the faculty. |

"Unheqlthy“ public comprehensive institutions_éppear to”
receive a slightly.lower level of administrative“support, and
"unhealtﬁy" institutions in_general receive thenlowest level of
support from second echelon administrators. The mean support
levels among "unheaIthYP institutions is lower than tﬁét for

“Healthy" institions in all six Tables. Ndnetheless, near absence

- of negative responses to these questions indicates-that the overall

level of moral support is quite favorable émong all three groups.

Trend in Moral Suggoét. -Trend daté, summarized in Tébles .

34-39, need to be considered from a slightly different
perspective. "Same" responseg are not undesirable if the level of

support was ihitiallx_high. The generally lower means for this set

‘of Tables merely reflect a relatively high incidence of "Same"

trend assessments énd should not be viewed with alarm.
- The number of negative responses here is slightly higher.
Fowr reépondents noted a slight deterioration in relations with

immediate superiors, and two more saw. this deterioration as rapid.

With the next higher level supervisors, eight respondentsvpercéived

o o~
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Trend in Moral Support, Immediate‘Supervisor -
Fublic Institutions

(1) (2) (3 . 4) (3

IMPRY IMFRV , DETER DETER -
N RAFID SLGHT SAME  SLGHT  RAFID X
Healthy
L RE3 16 3 5 8 0 0 2.31
pDoc 13 2 9 2 0 0 2.00
COMF 29 8 11 10 0 0 2107
LIE 3 3 ) 0 0 o . 1.00
cJac 20 10 7 = .0 0 1.65
TOT 81 26 32 23 0 o ' 1.96
Unhealthy
RES _ 2 1 0 2. 0 o 2,33
poc 6 0 2 4 0 O 2.67
COMF 10 1 2 4 1 2 3.10
LIE 1 Q 1 0 0 0 2.00 .
cac 9 2 3 4 0 0 - 2.22
- TOT 29 4 8 14 1 2 2.62
; Table 35
Trend in Moral Support, Immediate Supervisor --
Private Institutions :
(1) (2) > (45 (5)
' IMFRV IMFRV DETER DETER -
N RAFID SLGHT SAME  SLGHT RAFID X
: Heal n -
RES 9 1 5 . z 1 o 2.33
DoC 9 3 2 4 0 0 2.11
ComMFP 15 b 4 4 1 O 2,00
LIE 2 11 e 11 0 0 2.00
cJc 10 . = S 2 W Q 120
TOT 71 24 22 23 2 0 2.04
Unhealthy
RES 3 1 ) 1 - 1 0 2.67
DOC 2 0 0 2 O g 3.00
compF 1 1 0 0 o o 1.00
LIE 5 1 3 1 v 0 2.00
cJac 2 1 1 0 0 0 1.50
TOT iz 4 4 4 1 5 2.15

4%
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 Table 36
Trend in Moral Support, -

Next Higher Echelon Supervisor --
Public Institutions

(1Y (D (3 (a4 ()
IMPRV IMPRV DETER DETER
N RAPID SLGHT SAME SLGHT RAFID
“ Healthy
16 3 S 7 1 0
13 0 8 5 0 o
28 8 8 12 0 0
3 3 0} 0} 0 0}
20 7 8 . '3 2 0 -
80 21 29 27 3 0.
Unhealthy
3 (o] o1 2 0 0
b6 (o] 3 2 0 1
10 1 1 () 1 1
1. 0 0 1 0 0
? 3 0 ) 0 0
29 4 5 17 1 2
Table 37
Trend in Moral Support,
Next Higher Echelon Supervisor --
Private Institutions
(1) (2) 3 - (4) (S) -
IMPRV IMPRV . DETER DETER
N RA®¥ID SLGHT SAME SLGHT RAFPID
Healthy
9 1 4 3 1 0
k4 2 0} 7 0} ©
14 5 S 3 1 0
27 =] () 12 1 0
9 3 2 4 ) 0
68 19 17 29 S (o)
Unheal thy
3 1 1 0 1 0
2 0] 1 1 0] 0}
1 O 0] 1 .0 (»)
S 1 2 1 c 1
2 i 0 1 0 0
13 3 4 4 1

x|

. 2.38

2.38
2.14
1.00.

~ 2.00

2.15

2.33

2,50
3.00 |
2.60
2.00

(8]

.46;
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Tablg 38

Trend in Moral Support, Faculty in General --
Fublic Institutions

(1) D) (3) - (4) (5)
IMPRV IMPRV DETER DETER
N RAPID SLGHT SAME SLGHT RAPID
Healthy
16 5 4 7 0 0
13 1 7 5 0 0
28 5 13 9 1 0
3 3 0 0 0 0
20 b 9 4 1 0
80 20 33 25 2 0
Unhealthy
3 0 1 1 1 0
6 ) 1 4 1 0
10 0 5 3 1 1
1 1 0 o) 0 0
9 0 3 & 0 0
29 1T 10 14 3 1
' ‘Table 39

Trend in Moral Support, Faculty in General --
Private Institutions

1y (2 (3) - (4) . (5)

IMFRV IMPRV DETER DETER
N " RAPID - SLGHT SAME SLGHT RAPID
Heal thy
9 0 7 2 0 0
9 4 2 2 1 B 0
14 ba] 6 3 o . 0
28 13 12 2 1 0
10 2 S 3 0 0
70 24 32 12 2 0
Unhealthy
3 1 1 1 0 0
2 0 0 1 1 0
1 0 0 1 0 0
3 1 2 2 0 0
2 1 0 1 0 0
13 3 3 6 1 ]

N

2.13
2.31
2.21
1.00
2.00

2.11-

3.00
3.00
2.80

1-00 )

2.67

- 76
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the aeterioration as slight and threevas rapid; Eight saw Elight
and two viewed rapid derioration in relations with faculty membefs.
Inlsevefal cases respondents reported worsening conditions at more
than one level. |

As with fhe set of questions above, the significance here is
in the near uniformity of positive responses. Overall, 64 pefcent
feel that relations with immediate supervisors afé improving.

.

Fifty—four percent shared the opinion toward next higher echelon

.administrators, as did 66 percent toward faculty. Again, the more

positive trends were noted in categories where the institutional

¥

mission emphasizes teaching, Eather than researCh.

“Unheal?hy“ colleges and uniQers?ties, as a group, reported a
less positive trend than "healthy" iﬁstitutions, particularly
among the comprehensive schoolg, andy “unhea;thy" public
institutions have léss positive trend means than "“unhealthy"

private colleges.
Contrast Between Librarian/Non Librarian Superviéor

It was the-hopé of the Task Force tﬁat such factors éé funding
and staffing pattefns and levels of moral'éupport cﬁuld be
correlated. with position titles of immediatg_suﬁenvisors tﬁ' ‘
determine if méQia directors serving unde;/{iﬁrarians and non-—
librarians are treated différentially. ”

Regretfully, position titles of superiors could not be useq/to

Adeterminé which were serving as professional librarians and which

~

were not. ?requently it could not be ascertained from the.

wupervisor ‘s campus unit whether or not that unit housed the

:l‘q
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circulating collection as well as those traditional "audiovisual"
services. Supervisors identified as "Dire;tor“, or "Deanﬁ;
ﬁLearning Resource Center", could be either librarians or
educational technologists. |

‘However, based on a careful analysis of re5p6nses, The Task
Force dgvéloped_thé following péoad generalizations.  No ev;dence
was foqnd'to support. the idea éhat, in general, media centers
subordinate. to 11brar1ans are’ any better or worse off than those
subordlnate to other administrators. Librarian supervisors
apparent%Yzare less likely to cut Budgets, and when they do, the
cut is likély to be less severe. Conyérsely, librarian
admrnistrafors apbear to be less likely to increase budgeés, but
the raises are likely to be:more generous. Trend.and current status
of media genter health assessments appear t; be ne;rly iqentical_
for thevtwo groups. Trend and nature of moral subport data appear
to be slightly more positive for librarian supervisors, but the
differences may nof be statistically significant.

Since these conclusions are based solely on calcul&ted
estimates of the supervisor ‘s sphere of resﬁonéibility in at least
25 cases, it is inappropriate to provide specific daﬁa. Further
research in this area is nécessary befdre legitimate donclusinns

can be drawn.
Names of Media Centers

A problem encountered throughout this survey is that media
centers in highgr education are known by a wide variéty of

functional titles. In fact, 54 unique titles were identified ¢

al
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, Table 40
Names of Media Centers Responding to Survey

P

Name:

Academic Media Center
Alumni Media Center
Audio Visuwal/Audiovisual /AV Center
Audio Visual and Photo Center
Audio Visual Department
Audio Visual Instruction Center '
Audio Visual Lab
Audio Visual Library
Audio Visual Media Center
Audio Visual Media Services
Audio Visual Resource Center
Audio Visual Resources
Audio Visual Services 1
Audio Visual Services Division '
Center for Educational Media and Technclogy
Center for Instructional Media Services
Center for Instructional Services
- Communication Media Center
. Department of Educational Media
- Department of Educational Media Services
Depa-tment of Instructional Media Resources
Division of Communications Services
Educational Communications Center
Educational Communications Division
Educational Media Center
Educational Media Services
Instructional Aids
Instructional Development Center Media L1brary
Instructional Materials Center
Instructional Media Center
Instructional Media Service(s)
Instructional Resource(s) Center
Instructional Services Center
Instructional Support Center
Instructional Systems Center
Learning Materials Center
Learning Media Center
Learning Resource(s) Center
Library
Library/Learning Center
Library/Learning Resources Center
Library/Media Center
Media Center
Media Communications Center
Media Learning Center
- Media Office
Media Resource(s) Center
Media Services . : 1
Media Services Office
Nonprint Media Center
- Office of Instructional Services and Educatlonal
Research :
Office of Learniriy Resources
University M-dia Center
Q University Mec.a Services

t)
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among the 196 respondents. These are listed in Tab1e 4Q13“?

The lack of standardization may well reflect the lack of a
universally accepted identity fof our profession and may result in
confusion among potential clients moving from one institution to

ano#her.

ngput%ﬁa/g;:;fbes Provided
\ Respondents. were asked if their media centers provide any kind
of instructional computing service. Table 41 illustrates the

breakdown of responses 13y classifidation, funding source, and

media center health. Overall, only about 22 percent reported

Table 41

Frevalence of Media Centers
Offering Instructional Computing Services

Fublic . Private Total
YES NO YES NO : YES NQ
Healthy
RES 8 8 2 7 10 15
poc 5 8 3 7 ¢ 8 15
COMP 8 21 3 12 11 33
LIB : 1 2 3 25 4 27
cJc 3 17 1 10 4 27 '
TOT 25 56 12 61 : 37 117 ‘
(%) (31) (69) (16) (84) (24) (76) -
Linheal thy
RES 0 3 0 oA 0 &
DoC 1 5 0 2 1 7
COMF 1 9 0 1 1 10
LIB o 1 1 4 1 5
cJc 3 &6 0 2 = 8
TOT 5 24 1 12 : & 36 i
L) (17) (83) (08) (92) (14) (86) .

.

P~ o~
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Test service/test grading

Z a7 -

Table 42

Computing Services Offered
by Media Centers Surveyed

; e,.
Service

CAI/Microcomputer 1lab

Loan of computer equipment .
Offer workshops/ciasses on computers
Computer programming services
Computer graphics capability

)

e NAdWdDOIW Z

Sopftware library

Resource center for information
PLATO capability

Repair of microcomputers

activity in this area. This is a rather misleading statistic.
Table 42 lists the kinds of Eomputing services offered. Just 49
different entries were made by all respondents to this question,
but the total number of institutions reporting_computer—relaﬁed
éervices is 43. We ean’therefore conclude that.college media
centers were»minimally involved‘in instructional computing in
1982-83.} Even some responding in the affirmative offered only the
most fragmentary Df'services, such as "one microcomputer for
faculty use", period. On the other hand, one publié\
doctorate-granting university recently merged its computing and
ﬁedia services. | |

It must be observed that the information in Table 42 was
solicited by ; free response qugstion. Had a more preEise éhd
extensive line of questioning been possible in the survey form,
greater:activity in instructional computing may have been

revealed. This is a subject requiring further researcH.
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Table 43

_ Frequency of Media Centers Froducing
Instructional Materials for Off-Campus Use

Fublic Frivate . Total

YES NO YES NO YES NO

) RES 9 10 4 - 8 13 18
poc 7 12 2 10 9 22

COMF 14 25 4 12 i8 37

LIBE 1 3 4 29 S 32

\ cac 12 17 2 11 14 28
TOT 43 &7 16 70 - 59 - 137

(%) (29) (61) ' (19) (81) (30) (70)
Support of Distance Learning

Respondents were also as@ed to indicate if their medig cenférs
were involved in the production of édurse materials for or
delivery of instruction to gff-campus students receiving cFedit at
their institdtions,“and,.if.so, what delivery formats were
employéd. The‘pﬁrpose was to deter&ine how many'meaia centers
support distance learning programs that reach students who may
otherwise not be enrolied,*thus-increasing F.T.E..

Approximately 30 percent of the respﬁndents indicated a;tiyity

k_in ;his érea, althoqgh thé involvement of many appears to be
m;nimal. Public institutions were much more. likely than private.
collegesetd report such activity, as illustréfed in Table 43.
Table 44 lists the formats in which this instruction was delivered
The greatest.aétivity appears £o be in pfdducing or circulating
instructional yideb tapes, alfhough é significgnt Aumber have some

¢ . A ~

form of connection with cable televisioh.
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Table 44

Delivery Systems l)tilized
for Off—-Campus Instruction
Involving Media Center Participation

Delivery System

Circulating video tapes @ - 3
Cable TV

Open circuit TV

ITFS

Computer

Dial-~access audio

Audio tape

Radia

‘Live telephone

Satellite
Self-instructional packages
Closed circuit TV

- s (4

"‘M.M(.'J_UIOD*,\IOMC-\I =z

Fromotion of Media Services

Maost média centers éctively promote themselves, as indicated
by Table 45. ﬁActually,.a higher percentage of "unhealthy" media
centers is involvedvin_these activities than for "healthy" centers
== 90 percent tc 83 percent. Flyersland brochures are the;most
common publi& relations techniﬁue (see Table 46), féllowed by .
workshops, visibility of media staff through =ervice on
institutional committées; and publication of a newsletter.
Surprigingly, only niné'percent sponsar a periodic media fair;

‘It is likely that some of the techniques.written in the free
response portion of this quest1on are employed by many media
cgnters. The actual extent and ways in whxch they are used are

topics for future research.“ ‘
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Table 45

Incidence of Media Centers .
Actively Fromoting Their Services (a)

Public _ Private co Total

YES NO YES NO  YES NO
RES 15 1 8 1 23 2
DOC 16 0 7 2 23 2
CoMP 24 4 8 4 32 8
LIE 3 0 18 4 21 4
cJc 17 2 4 1 21 3
TOT 75 .7 45 12 A 120 19
(%) (91) (O (80) (20) (86)  (14)
a

Note: This item was not included in the telepﬁone survey.

Table 46
: a
Prevalence of Media Center Promotion Techniques

. b

N %

Flyers/brochures 94 . 78
Workshops -1 59
Service on institution comm1ttees 62 92
Newsletter A 49 41
Media fair i1 . 09

Honor media users ' : 2 02
_ Note: The following techniques were written in.

Announcements at'faculty meetings
. Self-evaluation questionnaires.
"Personal evalgelism"
Software catalog
Record of success/service sells itself
Orientation to new faculty
- Film festivals
Displays in high traffic areas
Open house
Printouts of services
Press releases
Preview service
Annual report
Note: This item was not included in the telephone survey.
b
Note: %L is percent of respondents 1nd1cat1ng that the1r centers
employ pub11c relations strategies.

B
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Table 47

Incidence of Media Centers Hurt
by On-Campus Competition * (a)

Publit Frivate Total
YES . NO YES NO YES NO '

RES 3 13 o) 8 I 21

DOC I 13 = 4 6 17

COMF 11 17 1 10 12 27

LIE 0 2 1 19 1 21

cac o) 19 0 4 ) 23

TOT - 17 ‘54 5 45 20 109
(%) (24) (76) (10) (90) (17 (87)

a

‘Note: This item was not included in the telephone survey;
Campus Competition

~;shRespondehts were asked if their media centers were being hurt
by éomﬁetition.from depaftmental or other special purpose medié
joperatioﬁs on cambué. .In general, there were few éffirmative
responses to this questibn.- (SeeITable 47.) Ho&éver, %9 percent
of .those in the public éomprehenéive'classifiéatioﬁ responded vyes.
Since these institutions typically support smailer madia programé,
‘the;e cénters may thefefore be more vulnerable to competition from
départmental resource centers found in heélth science, éducation,

¢

and other,diséiplines.

Most Serious Challenges

o

Table 48 iists media directors’ perceptions of the most serious

challenges facing.their centers. ' Thirty—eight percent of the

n
D



|
ul
)

I

Table 48

Respondents’ Ferceptions of Most Serious Challenges
Facing Their Media Centers
a
N

Budget cuts/inadequate budget ' ‘ 52
Rebuilding/expanding hardware/software collection 29
Lack/loss of personnel 2
Getting involved in new technologies ‘ 17
Maintaining/expanding services with reduced resources 14
Lack of space/inadequate facilities i3
Increaslng.demand for services/non—use of services
Expanding/rejuvenating services

Need to convince superiors of value of service

Need to generate income/obtain grants

State fiscal problems/weak state economy

Director’'s time fragmented by other respon51b111t1es
" Improving production capability

Survival/fighting off closure attempts

Insensitive administration/lack of institutional

leadership

Merger/possible merger with library

Need for organizational development

Need for instructional development service
Maintaining staff morale
Maintaining equipment .

Competition from other campus agencies

Dealing with copyright law

Training faculty in media use

Fromotion/public relations

Planning for future

[
N

HpOIN®O

o RN NN

a " » ) . .
Note: Total N responding to this item was 138. Multiple
responses were possible. ‘

-respondents‘seetifically mentioned budget cuts or a budget
iﬁadeadate to meet;theif center'’'s misskon, and budget-related
vconcefns dominated the remainder of the.list. Since the lief was
developed from answers to a free response question, it is likely
that many of these challenges are shared by other respondents who

did not think to report them.




Case Histortes

Responses were invited to provide narrative accounts, for the
record, of their experiences and frustrations in dealing with.
crises during the recent_past. Anonymity was guaranteed. These

reports are reprinted verbatim in Appendix E.
Puestions Not Analyzed

The following questiﬁnnairé items were not analyzed due to the
lack of meaningful input:_ |

Question 2 - aofficial title of media direcgor

Guestion & — 1972-73 budget and personnel ééta~

fuestion 6 - part—time, non student employees

Recommendations

The Task Force makes the following recommendations to the DEMM . -

and AECT leadership witﬁ full recaognition of-thé Association's
current fiscal p%;ght, ?It is acknowlédgéd thaﬁ action reguiring
siénificant fundi&g wouid have to wait until AECTfs financial
health has improVed. On the other hand, implemeptation of some of
theée proposals may directly result in incre%sed revenues and help.
solve some of the Association'g financigl pkﬁblems.
Recommendation #1. AECT énd DEMM should place a 6uch greater
empﬁasiﬁ @n delivering professiégél development training to |

practitioners at the local, state, and regional levels.

Establishihg and p?omoting an AECT speakers’ bureau, providing
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‘greater support to Regional Coordinators, and improving liaison
\

with State Affiliates for the purpose of providing pfogram subport

are three vital steps that can be taken.

Recommendation #2: AECT should develop a comprehenszive

'directory listing the center title and address and names, tities,
and telephone numbers of key personnel in every media center,
centralized and specialized, in every institution of higher
education‘in tée Uniéed States. - Such a directory would.pfovi&é a
superb mailing list and would be invaluable in the execution of
future research. The Association’s commercial members sthId be
apprdached‘for fanding, since this dire;tofy would greatly assist

their marketing efforts.

Becommgggétion #3: AECT and DEMM should %ponsor a éymposium,
 Ppossibly to be held in coniunction with the natiqnal convention to
focus thé role of the media center in academic computing. What
should th1s role be vis—a-vis that of the campus computer center”

What can the media d1rector do to ensure that thlS role is
¢

camplementary? What computing services should a media céhter

provide, and how can they be started?

Recommendation #4: As advertizing revenues shift the~buﬁden of
publishing media_ﬂanggemeng~ggg£QQL from the DEMM budget tha

Division shouid develop a series of Media Management Managraphs

providing 1nsightfu1, directly relevant, high quality e55avs oh

topics of concern fo'practitioners.‘ Topics could include basic
manégement skills, public relations techniques, éopyright, and

'

revenue Qeneration. The national office should publish and market

[

the mohographs. . /
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Récommehdation #5: DEMM should also devote a, portion of its
annual budget to sponsoring research in the fiéld of madia
management. No literature review is in;luded in thig report
because the only recent citations available are %solated doctoral
dissertations of marginal relevance to this study. Several topics

for future research have been proposed in this report.

Recommendation #6: This study has identified several unique
and highly successful medié programs. DEMM should develop case
histories of these media centers, emphasizing the formulas for

success, and publish them singly in Media Management Journal and

collectivély through the national office’'s non-periodical publi-

cations praogram.

Recommendation #7: .AECT and DEMM should place a high emphasis
on programming in_the.following areas. This training must be
) 'compreﬁens}ve‘and intense, and it should be capable of being
implementéd in any state.
1. Basic budget protectién.' .
2. Identification and acquisition of grant fqnds.

.. Technigues for generating income.

4. Reallocation of resources.

Recommendation #8: AECT aéd DEMM should-establish‘a.cammittee'
i ' ‘ -
ta study the lack of sﬁandardization of functional titles among
media centers in highef éducation, determine'if important
implicat;ons egist, and make recommendations as-appropriate.

-

Recommendation #%: Many of the respondents with Qnique success .-

stories indicated willingness to share these egperiences'in AECT

conference sessions. DEMM should give serious consideration to
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how these presentations can be used most effectively at the
national convention and also promoted to State Affiliates for their

conferences.
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Appendix B

AECT/DEMM SURVEY
on the
STATUS OF MEDIA CENTERS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

v

Institution

I. Administrative Struéture and Support

1. What is the official name of your mgdia center (i.e., learning
resource center, audiovisual center, etc.)?

2. What is the official title of your media center's director?

3. To whom does the media director report? Pléase-identify (by
title only, not by name) the next two senior positions in the
institution's administrative structure.

Media director's 'immediate supervisor
Next higher echelon supervisor

4. How would you characterize the trend in moral support provided
by the following persons? Use the scale 1 = improving rapidly,
2 = improving slightly, 3 = holding about the same, 4 = deter-
iorating slightly, 5 = deteriorating rapidly.

e _ the media director's immediate supervisor L
thé\next higher echelon supervisor o =
the faculty in general .
- . ‘\\ ' R . L
5. How would you characterize the nature of moral support current-

II.

ly provided by tﬁgse persons? Use the scale 1 = extremely
supportive, 2 = moderately supportive, 3 = indifferent, 4 =

somewhat hostile, and 5 = extremely hostile.
- the media director's immediate supervisor
the next higher echelon supervisor
the faculty in general

Budget and Services

Please enter the appropriate figures for each of the academic
years indicated. Estimate for 1982-83 if necessary. Enter
N/A if the figures are not available.

1972-73 1977-78 1981-82 1982-83

- - What was the size of your

total media center budget,
including salaries?

i



10.

11.

12.
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(cont'd) 1972-72 1977-78 1981-82 1982-83

How many persons were
employed full-time in
your media center at the
start of these years?

How many part—-time non-
student individuals were
employed at the start of
these years?

How many part-time
students were employed
at the start orf these
years?

Please list the job titles of non-student positions (at least
50% time) in your -media center that have been deleted since
1977-78. 1In parentheses following each job title, indicate .
the number of positions that have been eliminated; i.e.,

.equipment technician (2).

'Using the same criteria and directions as in question #7

above, list the job titles of non-student positions added

since 1977-78. 1Include positions that you anticipate adding

by the beginning of the 1983-84 school year.

Did your media center generate revenue (through film rentals,
charges for services, etc.) in 1981-82? Yes No

If yes, what was the approximate amount generated by all
activities combined? '

~

Please check those activities that generated revenue for your

media center in 1981-82. Write in other significant sources
of self-generated revenue.

charges for services equipment rentals
. rentals of films/tapes (other)
- sales of films/tapes (other)
sales of supplies - (other)

(blank tapes, etc.)
What percentage of this self-generated revenue was retained
for expenditure by your media center?

B ]

If the percentage listed in #11 above was less than 100%,
what happened.to the balance?
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13. Please list the funding source, amount, and purpose of all
current grants received by your media center. List only
grants obtained from off-campus sources.

oy

14. 1s your media center directly involved in the production of
course materials for or delivery of instruction to off-campus
students receiving credit at your institution? Yes No

15. If yes, please check the format(s) by which this instruction_
is delivered to students. ’

open-circuit TV dial-access audio
cable TV live telephone
ITFS radio

T circulating ‘video tapes " satellite
computer (other)

.16. Does your media center provide én§ kind of instructional
computing service? Yes No If yes, please
briefly describe it:

17. How do you assess the current health of your media center as
" " -compared with 1977-782

considerably improved
somewhat improved

about the same

somewhat deteriorated
considerably deteriorated

18. How would you characterize the general health of your media
center at this time?

very healthy | s
somewhat healthy

in some trouble

in deep trouble

19. If yoh indicated that your media center is healthy (either
- very or somewhat), to what do you attribute its health?

«

20, If you indicated that your media center is in some trouble
(either some or deep), to what do you attribute this diffi-
culty?
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21. What are the most serious challenges currently facing -
your media center?

22. Do you feel that your media center has been hurt by "compe-
tition" from other media operations on campus, such as
departmental learning resource centers? Yes No

. 23. How does your media center promote itself? Please check
those that apply; write in additional techniques.

flyers/brochures sent to faculty/administration

faculty workshops in media use

periodic media fair om campus

pericdic newsletter sent to faculty/administration

honor media users; i.e. "wmediator of the month"

media personnel serve on institutional committees
--"which committees?_

(other)
¢ . (other)

III. Professiomal Support and Develgpment

24. Do you feel that there is anything that a professional organ-
ization (such as AECT or ALA) could have done to iielp resolve
or lessen the severity of problems you have faced during the
past five years? VYes No .If yes, please describe
briefly what you feel cecu.d have been done.

25. Would your media center benefit if AECT estabtlished an accredi-
tation program to promote quality control of graduating media '
specialists? Probably yes Probably no -

26. Would your media center benefit if AECT established a certi-

: fication program to certify the competence of practicing
media qpecialists’ Probably yes Probably no

27. Have you found any of AECT's ﬂon -periodical publications to"
be of particular value in strengthening your media pragram or
improving the qualifications of your employees? Yes No

If yes, please -identify those publiications.
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28.

29.

Iv.

30.

31.

General

v - ~ . t

i

T2 - .

’
o

In what management skill areas do you and members of your
staff feel the greatest need for more training? Use the
following scale: 1 = high need, 2 = moderate need, 3 = little
or no need. Use the planks below to enter additional manage-
ment skill areas to which you would assign a "1" rating.

. - budgeting , applications of new tech.
personnel management formal writing

equipment management evaluation.

consulting skills goal setting
grantsmanship public relations skills
assertiveness trng.
leadership training
marketing

If AECT/DEMM developed programs designed to help you or
members of your staff function mfore effectively or improve
the status of your media center, what would be .the most
effective means of providing this information to you? Check
all those that apply. -

teleconferences two-week national workshops
AECT publications. .one-week national workshops
AECT convention two-week regional workshops
sessions ' one-week regional workshops
state affiliate (other) -
conf. sessions (other)

<

Optional section. We are very much interested fn documenting.:

narrative accounts of media directors' experiences and frus-
trations in dealing with crises during the past few years.

If you have a case history that you would be willing to share
with us,:please describe it here or on the back of this page.
Anonymity is guaranteed. Institutions and respondents will

not be identified in the final report summarizing this sectioh.

L

L 4

Would you be willing to share your experiences at an AECT
convention session? Yes No

Name' of person completing form - Title

. Please return this form by November 8, 1982 to: Mike Albright,
Chair, DEMM Higher Education Task Force, c/o Media Resources
Center, Iowa State University, Ames, [A 50011

RQ
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Appéndix c

Responding Institutions’

Research Universities —— Fublic

Auburn University

Florida State University

Indiana University

Iowa State University

Ohio State University

Oregon State University

Furdue University

Temple University

Virginia Folytechnic Institute and State University
University of California, San Diego

University of Cincinnati

University of Georgia !
University of Hawaii, Manoa

University of Iowa ’

University of Nebraska

University of Oklahoma

University of Oregon

.University of Utah

Wasnington State University

Research Universitins —— Frivate
Boston University

- Brandeis University

Brown University

Gornell U'miversity

George -Washingten University
Geargetown University

Illinois Institute of Technology
"Johns Hopkins University
 Syracuse University

Tufts University

University of Rochester

University of Southern California
. ] ,

Doctorate—-Granting Universities —— Fublic
Bowling Green. State University

East Texas State University

Il1linois State University .
Hent State Universitv '

Memphi's State University

North Dakota State University

North Texas State University

Northern Illinois University

Ohio University :

University of Akron

University of Alabama

University of Delaware

University of Idaho

University of Maing




' o - b4 -
Appendix C -- page 2

Doctorate-Granting Universities —- Public (continued)
University of Missouri, Kansas City

University of North Dakota

University of South Carolina

University of Vermont

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

Doctorate-Granting Univers sities —- Private
Adelphi University

American University

Erigham Young University
Dartmouth College

Fordham University

Lehigh Umiversity

Marquette University A

- Northeasterr University
Southern Methodist University
Texas Christian University
University of Denver
University of Notre Dame

Comprehensive Collgg_s and Unxversxtxes - Fublic
Alcorn State University

Appalachian State University
Armstrong State College

California State College, Stanislaus
Central Washington University
College of William and Mary

.Eastern New Mexico University

Ferris State College

Fort Hays Stgte:University
Framingham State College

George Mason University

Georgia Southwestern College
Glassboro State College

Idaho State Universi'ty

rearney State University’

Lake Superior State College

Minot State College

Nicholls State University

North Carolina A%T State University
Northeast Louisiana University
Narthwestern State University

Oregon Institute of Tech-ology
Fittsburg State Univer<ity

San Diego State University

SUNY College at Cortland

SUNY College at Fredonia o
_UJniversity of North Caroclina, Charlotte
Unive-sity of Narthern Iowa
University of South Flarida
University of Southwestern Louisiana
University of Wisconsin, LaCrosse
University of Wisconsin, Whitewater
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Comprehensive Colleges _and Universities —— Fublic (continued)
Virginia State University “ '

Wayne State College

West Georgia Caollege _

Western New Mexico University

Wichita State University -

Winona State University .

Worcester State College

Comprehensive Colleges and Universities —— F' ivate
Concordia Teachers College '
Elmira College’ '

Fairfield Univeresity

John Carroll University

King's College (Fa.)

Oklahoma Baptist University

Russell Sage College _

Seattle Facific University

Seattle University

Simmons College

St. Norbert College

St. Olaf College

Suffolk University

University .of Hartford

Valparaiso University

West Virginia Wesleyan College

Liberal Arts Colleges —— Fublic

l.ander College '

Lyndon State College

University gf Maryland, Baltimore County
University of North Carolina, Asheville

Liberal Arts Colleges —- Frivate
Agnes Scatt College '
Alma College
Aquinas College
Briarcliff College
Central College '
Central Wesleyan College
. Colby College o
- College of New Rochelle
Concordia College
Davidson College
Findlay College
Hamilton College
Hartwick College
Hollins College
Huron College
Jarvis Christian College
kings College  (N.Y.)
Lake Erie College
Lycoming College
Manhattanville College
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Marietta. College : ‘
Marymount College ’
McPherson College '
Muhlenberg College

GQueens College (N.C.)

Southwestern University

..5t. John Fisher College

Sweet Briar College

University of Redlands

" Washington and Jefferson College
Wheeling, College

Whittier College
Nilmington‘College

Cammunity and Junior Colleg_s = Fublic
American River College
Arirona Western Ccllege
Eellevue Cdmmunity College
-Blue Mountain Community College
Brevard Community College
. Bucks County Community College

Cape Cod Community College

Charles County Community College
Community College of Allegheny County
Cowley County Community College ‘
Diablo Valley College

Gr:nd Rapids Junior College
Hagerstown Junior College
.Highline Community College

Hutchinson Community College

Iowa La&kes Community College
Middlesex CommunitysCollege
Minneapolis Community College

Modesto Junior College

Orange Coast College
" Porterville College
Riverside City College
Rockland Community College

Santa Fe Community College
' Schoolcraft College

Suffolk County Community College
Tacoma Community College

University of Minnesota Technical College, Crooiston
Worthington Community College

Community and Junior Colleges -—- Prlv ate
Eay Fath Junior College

Dean Junior College

Grand View College

Green Mountain College T
Lees-McRae College

Mary Holmes College

Montreat-fAnderson College
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"+« Appendix © -- page 5 '

Community and Junior Colleges —-- Frivate (continued)
Ohio Valley College

Fresentation College

Suomi College

Union College

Villa Maria College of Buffalo

Wesley College '
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Comments Frovided in “Freg_ﬁnggmgimi;ngmg.

- Beneral.

e S i et e

(RES/FUE)Y - "The (center) went "campus wide" in July of 1981.

"Prior to that time the (center) served only the College of

Education. (institution) had a central media service, but it had
been disbanded 10-12 years ago as a cost-cutting me=ans. '

The way the (center) becade campus.wide and now enjovs gsod
(indeed excellent) faculty and administrative support was by

‘design: built on service; grounded in academics re a laboratory

for aducational technology graduate programs; "low" profile and
growing only on documented need -- not impractical, idealistic

"hardware" kinds of desire on part of media professionals -- and
with a five year plan, then a second five year plan patiently
developed and explained to decisicn makers —— faculty governance
and administrators. The first five year plan was developec in
1976." ‘

(RES/FUR) “Sorry it has taken me so long to return youk
questionnaire but let me explain what I believe is a very positive
merger that effects the responses to mary of the questions.

Thn director of classroom television, (name), and I, along
with wur Dean of Undergraduate Studies, (name), began working on a
meraq » concept for the -(media) and (television) centers in Julvy.
(me .ia) and (television) were the two University media service
urn.ts. The Dean announced the merger and the new name of *re
combined units, (center), in October 1982. This merger has not
waused any reduction in budgets or personnel; our- expectation is
that it will allow us to expand our services to the instruct.onal
faculty and to make these services mare effici2nt and effective
with the integration of similar functions and staffs. At this
point in time we have not been merged long enough to previde
actual data to support these expectations in a very subjisctive
way, i.e., staff morale, shared functions and facilities »nd
especially the very positive relationship between the two

acdminist-av- & officers. I am convinced that we hzwve the
beginnii.g:= of a very positive merger." [Note: this respone: was
submitted from a state experiencing severe economic prnblems, I

(LIB/FRI) "The feeling on the part of administrators in the past
two vears was that (institution) must improve its A~V ¢ pport or
it would fall behind too far to zatch up, that its earlier :
inferior status was limiting faculty development and therefare the
college’s caompetitiveness We now lead cur peers as identified in
th2 Rowdoin library 5urvey." ,
(CJC/FUR) "As a long-time audiovisual director and now director
of 8 library, I find it no lonozr possible to make artificial
distinctions among the vsrious acedemic support services
encompasse@d in librarv/media gpe~ation. As the only game in
town" we serve the campus with all forms ot media supporit. The
emphasis here is on 1n+ormat10n services, and tyope of medium is
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’;’ﬂ_,_____seldom a prxmary con51derat10n. The growth of the pragram has
baen 1mpacted by state budget problems, but the library has fared
well in qonte 't of the total College budget."

S0% _time) in your media
1977-78. '

7. Please list the job

bl
r’-
"
1}
‘UT

es_of_non-s -student position

les ions_(at lea:

le
ter that have been deleted since

title
cente

(RES/PUR) "wé Have reduced the size .of our staff [from 100G .to 611
but have /llmxnated few, if any, functions."
s

(LIB/FRI) "Ue re growing like mad, with a 1000% increase 1in
quantity of service in last 2 years.“
]

(CJC/FUB) "Due to Frop 13, our people were reduced from 12 months
to 10 months and then back up to 11 months."

- 9. Did your media center denerate revenue in 1981-817%

(LIB/FRI) "We do not wish to ever get into a chargeback situation
which discourages =erv1ce, when all money eventually comes fram
the college.” ' ’

13. Flease list the funding source _amount, and purpose of all
current grants received from off-campus sources.

(RES/FUB) “No grants per se but we do work for & number of
off-campus, non-university, not—for-profit organ1 ations and have
income from these proJects.

(RES/FUR) "We are’1nvolved in several productioﬁ contracts with
of f-campus agencxﬁj as a routxne part of our operations, but no
- outright grants.

.(RES/PUB) "Other departments receive grants and use our services.
which allows us to generate some production revenue.® :

(RES/FRI) '“Training and Development Activity for Cairo University
Medical Center -- World Bank Funding; Training of Nige r1an
M111tary Television Technxcxans —— Superior Teaching Syeteﬂs.

19. If you indicaggd that vour media center is healthv, to what
do yvou_attribute its health? '

(RES/PUB) "Ekcellent direction, leadership, suppoét fram
administration. Excellent staff."”

(RES/FUB) "Good support from employees and goad suppo“t by top
campus management In general, good management.”

(RES/FUEY "To the fact that we are new; the economic health of
(state) is stable; our president is media-aware; our provost is
media aware and the (center) started small and worked toward
credibility. Also the fact that the director is an academic —-

e




_ ._70_ ’
Appendix D - page 3

with garned tenure and earned rank —— and active in faculty
governance —- helps give the (center) mission/task credibility |
with clients/faculty users."

(RES/FUR) "We make a sincere effort to serve our deeignated
clientele % the clientele knows it."

(RES/FUB) "Firm administrative support, prudent managment,
reasonably sound state government."

(RES/FUB) "Support by director of libraries and faculty. ™

(RES/PUB) "Meeting organiZfational needs not personal wims [sicl."
- (RES/FUB) "Lean, competent staff; highly motivated and
productive." ‘ h

(RES/FUE) "Good support from the University administration. The
continued demand for instructional classroom support (all media:
including television) by the faculty."

(RES/FUB) "Effort of staff in keeping costs down; ability tao
earn income to furnish needs of department; faculty support.”

(RES/FUB) ['Continued philosophical and financial support by the
central administration of the university; attitude of personnel
"in the center as being one of service; the willingness of the

director to talk to and work with all units and personnel in -the
center to resolve any problems. that develop " ’

(RES/FUB) "Initiative of staff to improve service and products.

Awareness, although not maximized yet, of faculty and admniistra-

tion to provide support when available. Maintaining a ph1lcsophy
that is current and flexible and can change with the time."

(RES/FRI) "Meeting client needs on a fee—for-service basis."

(RES/FRID "Administrative support from dean and vice president;
cost saving innovations; good relation with facultyt"

(RES/FRI) "Meeting needs with quality service/materials/progfams.
(RES/FRI) "Have an adequate budget this year. New video
equibment [sicl ordered, development of patient sducation
television system. Rest staftf ever."

{(RES/FRI} "(center) did not exist %Ptll recently 80 it could only
improve. The demand for services has grown."

(RES/FRI) —"A Y personnel that knows the job % what quIDmEut
needed to be purchased and elimination of waste.'"

(RES/FRI) "Library support and general use."

7'
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(RES/FRI) "Aggressive approach to development of grant and
contact sources of funding for project activity and for medxa
design and production for other university grant activity. A
newly developed approach to management improvement that works an
basic services to faculty and an internal audit of ow services b
the university. Measurement of all. pf our services in dollar
amounts for accountability."” o

Appendi® D - page 4

(DOC/FUR) "Demand far certaln services by some faculty and
administration members

(DOC/FUR) "Guality servxce, good communication, in- depth repprts
healthy image, excellent staff, great support from provost'’
office." ‘ ' ‘

-(DDC/PUE) "Access to adm1n15trat10n, availability of ID incentive
grant money from an endowment.

(DOC/FUR) "Good support, gppd staff.

(DOC/FUR) "Demand for service by faculty; support from dean and
higher admi9istratipn."

(DOC/FUB) "The (center) provides for the integral instructional
needs of the faculty on the campus."” '

(DOC/FUEB). "(1) Meeting the needs of the faculty as attested bv
responses to our biennial satisfaction guestionnaire sent to
userss; (2) Our insistence on not charging for services and
production for instructional use; (I) For the near future, our
alxgnment with a technplpgxcally growing campus organ1 ation.”

- (DOC/FURY "Increasing awareness of the imppftahce of media in
education." ' ' ’

(DOC/FUR) . "Frpviding'gopd basic services to the aczademic
cpmmunity."

(DOC/FUB)  "POLITICAL ACTION —— Let the faculty % staff know
constantly what you can do for them —- plus what you have done."

(DOC/FUE) "The creation of (center) strengthened the librar v's
pol1t1ca1 base within the university." .
(DDC/FUB) "We are an integral part of the librarv's budget. We
have a clear idea of what our service goals are and we do a
relatlvely good job of meeting them, although we ar=z not
sufficiently well staffed. We have a relatively good image on
‘campus, " '

(DOC/FUER) "Creative ability to do a variety of tasks beycond what
is traditionally thought of as a library learning center."
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(DOC/PRI) 4"A£titude and support of éntire university family."
(DdC/PRI) "Dedicated full~time personnel.”
. {(DOC/FRI) "Technological thrust:of ;nfire uniQer%ity.”
/)///- (DOC/FRI) "A new facility."
| (DOC/FRI) "Increasing faculty interest anq use of services in

spite of budgetary restrictions."”

(DOC/FRI) "Diversification into pdblic communications areas:
FSA's, commercials for campus, .FR, development, etg.”

(DCC/FRI) "Interest in media by faculty; staff, and related
organizations —-— new concepts, i.e., multi-image, teleconference,
better TV production.”

(COMF/PUR) "Accreditation visit last year."

(COMF/FUR) "Consistent and stable funding; shift in administra-
tive control."” i :

(COMF/FUED "Student/faculty interest and equipment inventaorvy."

(COMF/PUR) "Responsibility for cable television function;
university located in urban setting with high cable penetration;
increased awareness of value of strong software collection on
campus; this has led to growth of collection during last two _
years; NSF microcaomputing grant "gave" (center) 20 microcomputers
and video projectors; excellent resource for faculty." '

(COMF/PUE) "Change in personnel.”

(COMF/FUB) "The quantity and gquality of services provided. A
philosophy of providing service."

(CDﬁP/PUB) "Best run office on campus for service, inventorvy,
equipment {(condition), praviding help.” : -

(COMF/FURD "Administrative support leading to increased faculty
use of services." '

(COMF/FUER) "Fast setrvices provided to facsulty.”

(COMF/BUER) <"Continuing, although limited ¢ nancial support.®
(COMF/FUER) "Use of our services is increasing each year. Weo
function as part of information servicez along with the librarvy.

We receive the same support."”

(COMF/PUE) "Suppartive dean: & few very dedicatad facult?; good
student acceptance; very good management.'
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(COMP/FUE) “"Significance of operatidn to the college both in °
service suppart and instruction. Recognitiqn of the services by
the administration." ‘

(COMF/FUB) "Constantly devising programs and promoting them by
memo and word of mouth; the ability to expend revenue, allowing
the set up of new services (which in turn generate more revenue).™

(COMF/FUR) "Bood faculty and administrative relations plus an
excellent AV specialist."” :

(COMF/FUR) "The 1978 media standards approved bv the trustees of
the California State University system may be funded during the -
next few years with pressure from the Legislative Analyst for the
California State Legislature and commensurate interest in meeting
the guidelines on the part of the central administration of the:
college." '

(COMF/FUR) "Support from library director and vice president."
(COMF/FUE) "Solid, well established service."
(CDMP/PRI{ "Greater support and usage by the faculty."

(COMF/FRI) "Well-stocked in various kinds of basic A-V eguipment
which seem to suit most of the needs of faculty/staf+."

(COMF/FRI} "“Increased awareness of media, growth of technology,
Willingness of institution to keep pace with changes."

(COMF/FRI) "Suppaort of faculty and administration."

(COMF/FRI) "Increased awareness by administration of the nature
and potential of instructional technology and institution
financial health."

(COMF /FFRI: "The budget we do receive and the I full-time people
who wortd there." '

(COMF/ERI)  "Talented staff -- good collections. " g
(COMF/PRI) "Mofal and financial administrative and faculty

support of media center programs; more stable and qualified
staff; improved management." ’

(COMF/FRI) "Strong administrative support and a responsiwve
faculty."”

(COMF/PRI) "Support frcm administration and faculty;"

(LIB/FURD "Leadership, administrative support, excellent workers,
good budget, planning." C

<
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(LIRB/FUR) "Support and utilization."

(LIB/PRI) "Audiovisual services on this campus are in a state of
development; Demand for services is increasing and faculty
support is strong."

(ILIB/FRI) "Support from administration and faculty; range
(variety) of services; Quality of services."

(LIB/FRI) "New directaor and support for his policies."

(LIB/FPRI) "Faculty supports; adequate facilities and equipment."
(LIB/FRI) "Conservative management."
(.IB/FRI) "“Hard work, public ralations."

(LIB/PRI) "We have been replacing all equipmgnt, that is obsolete
with new and updated port—a-pak, and regular lvideo equipment, also’

purchased 4 new Elmo 16 MM projectaors." - 2

(LIB/FRI) "Growth of resources, growth of space. Faculty getting
used to idea that there is a full time department to seFve them."

(LIB/FRI) "Our ability to take our cues from faculty’'s expressed
need w/o attacking problems from preconceived positiong.”
-

(LIR/FRI) "Faculty support; reliable service."

(LIB/FRI) "The addition of several pieces of video equipment-to‘
the inventory and the adding of study carrels to the Center.

{(LIB/FRI)Y "The consolidation of sliysical areas and th2 continued
budget suppart.”

(LIB/FRI) "Fositive faculty and administratior. "
(LIB{PRI) "Dedicated staff."

(LIB/FRI) "New facilities, improved video studia, more
equipment.” '

. (LIB/FRI} "Suppoart from faculty and administration and «grrowth of
communications/journalism program. ™ '
(LIE/FR1) "Budget and desire of superiors."
(LIB/FVRI "Change ir management two years ago.. Recrganized

systems to increase reliability. Brought quality to services
already provided. Increased range of services. BGazneratod respect
from faculty not previously existing and strong demand for mara
services, equipment, and staff."
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(CJC?PUB) "Good servicus provided; people who care."

(CJC/FUR) "Increased faculty and studént usage as well as more FR
through wortshops." L ’ :

'(CJC(PUB) "Facﬁlty and student use of materials and services."
(CIC/PUE)  "Installation of microcomputers; plans for establish-

ment of a learning assistance center located near media area,

personnel staying abreast of needs and new offerings of
depar tments, " ~ ‘

(CJC/FUR) "Demands of new technology in teaching. Directaor of -
(center) support and institutional support.” B

(CIJC/FUER) . "Small operation."

(CJC/FPUR) "Superior Leadefship; ability to adapt,.to go with the
flow." o

-4

(CJC/FUR) "It is very nicely equipted [sicl."
(CIJC/FUR) "Success and acceptance by faculty, etc.™

(CIJC/FUR) "Administration interest in ITFS and future interest in
radio." v

(CJC/FUR) “New difPectar."

(C¥C/FUER) "Maintaining a serilgg program that meets the needs of
the teaching faculty." ’

(CIJC/FUB) . "Mot as iuch financial help in the area of ‘equipment,
yet enough to bare., get along.” :

(CJC/FUE) "Strong suppaort and involvement by the faculty."

(CJC/FPRI) "Substantial amount of new equipment was purchasad last
vear. All equipment was redistributed according to need." )

(CJC/FRI) "To the hiring of a full-time learning resources
librarian.” <

(CJE/FRI? "We have a good supply of'matriel Lsicl and equipment.™

(CIJC/FRI} "Continued interest on the part of the faculty, admini-
stration, and librarian."” ’ '

(74
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what do vou attribute this difficultv?

20, If_vou indicated that vou media senter is in_some trouble. to.

(RES/FUB) "Severe cuts in faculty and staff, greatly increased
dependance upon income for salaries."

(RES/FUB) “Funds for capital equipment and staff."
(RES/FUB) “"Lack of financial support from university administra-

tion. UYnable to buy needed equipment. Unable to staff
adequately."

(RE - y "Income does not cover expenses, and we arz a tofal
in. . upoorted unit!” ' '

(DDC/PUB)l "Declining revenues for the institution."”

(DOC/PUR) "Our. difficulties are related to financial problems.

We have lost staff and student positions, as w211 as funding far
general operdtions. 'Part.of our problem stems from the fact that
the (center) must caompete for funds-with other divisions of our
parnt organization. OQur ability to buy ar even replace software

- and equipment has been negated. "

\

(DOC/FUR) "State ‘budget cuts."
(DOC/FRI)  “"Lack of an adequate budget."
(DOC/FRIY "Political dif#erences at upper echelong. "

(CDMP/PUB). "The economic projections in (state) are bad and when
the state Iegislatgre meets in January we could face SOME warse
cuts. I'm not optimistic about the future, short and long term."

(COMF/FUB) "Decisions will be made im March about the need to go
to a full cost-recovery charge-back system for all Services. This
will reduce our services in the long run. Qur staff is
productive, efficient, and effective. No one on campus disputes
this. It’s hard times, and reallocations are going to take place.
We are trying to preserve all key elements during reductions sc
when good times come, we can build support again. Cartain faculty
committees are trying to decentralize the budget process, which
would allow them to'acquire more funds directly rather than rely
an the deans." "

(COMP/PUR) “Budget cut backs, lost [sicl of peoplé.“

(COMF/PUR) "Far thellé years that I have been in charge there has
been total ignoring of the needs for media services in .all
categories: staffing, space, equipment purchase and replacement,
materials acquisition and operating budget.®

(COMF/FUB) "Television facilities outmoded; general budget
cuts. " ‘ '
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(COMF/FUB) "Thefe has been no direction for a numbuor of years due
-to funding freeze. Due to this lack a number of individuals have
had sufficient political muscle to reduce, or divert funding into

dif: 2rent areas, and dismember the media department into small
units that cannot present a unified service." '

(COMF/FUR) "Funds, administrative commitment."
(COMF/FUB) "Temporary or permanent (?) loss of key positions.”

(COMF.FUB) “Lack of clearly defined institutional role and
mission; lack of budget.® -

(COMF/FUB) "Budget shortfall for the state of (state’; lack of
appr-ciation and support by the administration; faculty =
attitude of guarding.their own bowl of rice, claiming A-V to be a

~suppoart service, therefore eligible for sacrifice and

elimination "
(COMF /FUB) "Reduction in state allacatian."

(COMF/FRI) "It has been moved to a new location -— mare space, no
remodeling has yet been done to accommodate it."

(LIB/FRI)- "Budget cuts and attitude of president of college."

(LIB/FRI) "Lack of money for equipment repair and replacement and
addition of new technology."

(LIB/FRI) "Lack -of funds to hire qualified personnel to meat
growing demands of IT needs on campus."

(LIR/FRI) "Admxnxstratxon has no concept of what we arz or what
we should, be doing.

(CIC/FUB) "Lack of funds."
(CJC)PUB) "Fiscal problems due to Frop 17 and enrollment loss."

(CJC/FUB) "Finances, resulting in little new equipment and no new
staff." i

(CJC/FUB) "Loss of revenue to the‘ihstitution and tchange of
priorities of the current leadership of the institutiom.®

(CIJC/FUE) -~ "Continuous yearly budget cuts, résultinq in reduction
of staff and funds with which to purchase materxal: and equipment.v
The state has serious financial prablems.*

L

"(CJC/FUEB)  “Lack of maney."
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21. What are_the most zerious chalienges currently facina vour
media_center”?

(RES/FUB) "Fossibility of budget cuts.®

(RES/PUB) "Keep service livel high when budgets are holding the
same aor getting smaller.' : . :

(RES/FURB) "Space —— we are in serious need of space. I think
that will come but $o slowly (3-5 years) that it will hurt ow-
future growth. We now run two 8-hour shifts ahticipating going to
a third (graveyard) shift for proiduction work in 1983-34."

(RES/FUR) "Lack of funds: and space."

(RES/FUB) "Loss of state revenue which would impaét on us."
(RES/FUER) ”Maklng it really a part of the un1v9r51ty mainstr=ams;
getting our people ready for success." .

(RES/FUR) "Finances."

(RES/FURB) (1) Acqulsltlon of sufficient space to develop merged
(center); (2) Informing and 1nv01v1ng faculty of new technology
and new uses of institutional media.

(RES/FUR) "Funding of essential people/services/programs: (aj
staff —— approximately 40 percent of staff on "income monies;

(b} eguipment monies (state does not allow replacement of
equipment via budgeting process; (c) media monies (no budget for
ordei-ly acquisition of media —-- presently comes from "1ap=ed
funds" —- year end surplus.” .
(RES/FURB) "Equipment which needs to be replaced because of age
and with a lack of adeguate equipment funds with which to buy few
items." ‘

(RES/FUB) “Froviding more materials and gquipment for access by
faculty and staff; acquiring more seed money to do constructive
production on campus that might have a naticnal impact; obtairing
more support funding so we aren ‘t as dedicated to income-groducing
activities.

(RES/FUB) "Generatir. j #150,000 in income to cover the salaries
and benefits of empl ‘ees put on non-state monev and to cover
deficits incurred by 1 emoval of funds in midyear ‘81 af:er it was
spent."” :

(RES/FUR) "Finding funds to add staff and equipment.”
(RES/FUR) "To mairain current lewvel of service. "

©

(RES/FRI)  "Funding of user departments; outside cost
‘compctltlon- promocion of services."

Q
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A

(RES/FRID "Duplication on campus. How do we join forces with
these other media departments for our mutual benefit™"

(RES/PRI) "Maintaining personnel morale in a circumsztance where
pay scale is substantially lower than other similar positions in
this area.™

(RES/FRI) "Funding! Faculty use of media."”

(RES/FRI) “"Funding and space.“

(RES/FRI) “Larger budget to handle mo:t visual and audio recuests
made by faculty."

(RES/FRI) "Funding for new egquipment to replace old, ard space

for microforms -— especially microfilm.”

(RES/FRI) "The confinuity.of development of funding from a
university that is private and tuition dependent, particularly-at

- a time of greatly 1ncreased tultlon costs and negative: damograpklc

projections for enrollment.

(RES/FRI) "Increase income; generate new progréms to rert and
sell." -

(DOC/FUB) "Budget cuts to us and our customers.”

(DOC/FUR) "Ieeping up: with price increases for spare parts and -

services, yet continuing to provide more service without
acditional personnel.”

(DOC/FUEB) "Fossible takeover by the library."

(DOC/FUB) "Funding, staffing.”

(DOC/FUBR) "Space."

{(DOC/FUBR) "Cutback in funding —-- which is affecting =ntire
university -- not just media center. ﬁnother con51deratlon is the
possible reorganl_atﬂon effective January. :

(DOC/FUE? "Froviding consistent quality services in an
inflationary economy and limited budgets."

(DOC/PUB) "Budget constraints, sta#f'limitations, eqguipment

limitations."

I

(DOC/FUB) - "Budget."

(DOC/FUE) "Fotential declining enrollment plus deczlining income.”

-(DOC/FUB) "Upgrading the collectlon with film prices escalating

horribly; writing maore grants..
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{DOC/FUE) "We must come to terms with 'how student production
support is to be handled. Also, there is insufficient resource
available currently to handle this. We-also must wo-k out how to
use the new wide area network cable TV system currently being
installed." :

(DOC/FUR) “Interpreting the values of the sarvices to the
university community."

(DOC/FUB)  "$5£355555"

(DOC/FUR) '"DEVQIOpment of more cyrrent‘holdings.“

(DOC/FUB) "To prevent being broken up by the administration."
(DOC/FRI) “"Charting a course for the future." '

(DOC/PRI) "Operating on a.reduced budget."

(DOC/FRI). "Nonuse by faculty, no incentives fdr use; lack of
organizational developmenti "no instructional design thrust."

G(DOC/PRI) "To increase eqdipment‘inventory; to increase use."

(DOC/FRI) "Gaining adequate administratiQe-support.—— both
academically and budgetarily." -

(DOC/FRI1) "Budgetary, personnel shortages."

(DOC/FPRI) "Loss of one good source of revenue; working tow.rd
"bigger facilities where more services can be offered; need foi
more professional staff."

. {DOC/FRI) * "Lack of money -— an administration % 7: will not face
tﬁé\immediate and future needs of the university sacause o+
pressures from other areas."

*(DOC/PRI) "Integrating with the library; replacing rapidly
obsolescent equipment." .

(COMF/FUB) "The economic situation in (state). If cuts continue
to be made, accreditation report or not, the (center) will lose
out." :

(COM#/PUB) "Yeeping abreast of campus media needs through.
adequate funding, staff; lkeeping abreast of useful innovatiors
applicable to my campus needs."

(COMF/PUB) "Convincing the administration to ﬁéview all services
and policies which can be affected by reallocation. The prccess
can be chaotic if the administration does not guide the process.”

(COMF/FPUB) "Operational funding."

oM !
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(COMFP/PUR) "Space; media collection development; " budget, in
light of state of (state) fiscal problems."
(COMF/FUE) "Cash, staffing."

{COMF/FUB) "New priorities, established by president (new Laculty
and other equipment)." :

{COMF/FUR) "Budget'cutbacksAhindering services and growth."
(COMF/FUR) "Retain good help -- money and training."
(COMP/FUB)  "Lack of staff compared to demands and requests. "

{COMP/FUE) "Lack of faculty, limited guarters, additional
aguipment.,

LCOMR/FUR) "Delivering needed materials to.faculty and
classrooms. "

(COMP/FRUBR) "Money four A/V materials and replace cost pasition.
(COMF /7 =UR) "Money for eguipment, space, some deadwood faculty."
(CaMF /FUEY "Funding to cover basic services and equipment

additional technical support to leep pace with new- technology

(COMFP/FURB. "Adapting to changing technology (E=pEC1a11Y
microcomputers); getting faculty to think in terms of us ing media
as integral parts of instruction; keeping up withgever—-ircreasing
demand witt the same staff size." i

(COMF /FL &) "Learning enough about the new computer technology to
effectively utilize it in our area."

COMF /FUE) "Accepting the fact that the aspiration tao increase
media servico s is contingent upon availability of funds in an
entrenchment Lsicl area we are currently given assurance that
media needs are a #1 priority. It is up to us to P1nd1e that
interest and secure faculty support.”

ME/PUB)  "Funds."

(COMP/FUED "Service; re2juvenate TV delivery and productiosn.”

(CDMP/FUB) "Lack of funds for materials and personnel; lack af
long range planning; lack of administrative support."

‘CUMF/FUR) "Operating funds."

(COMP/FUE)  "Wwak state econaomy caus1ng budget reducticns and
position freezes or elimination.

(COMF/FUB)  "Budget’ cytbacks. "
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(COMF/FUR) "Trying to match client expectations :o adm1n1;tra-
tively determined responsibilities and resources.' :
(COMF/FUE)Y "Funding."

(COMP/FRI? "Too littie pro*es=1ona1 staFf' lack aof adequate
darkroom, etc., in new locatisn.

(COMF/FRI) "Televiszion production needs to be impraved."
(COMF/PRI) "Training of +aculty to use and adaption of media ~-
producing media to relieve some burden on departments. Additicn

vf one faculty member to relieve instruction burden."

(COMF /AFPRI) "Inflation -~ equipment replacement and repair.
Fromoting instructional development among faculty.*"

(COMF/FRI) “"Program develobment to reach level of ‘basic
program’."

(COMF/FR1I) "We ne2d more video equipment."

(COMP/+(RI) "High cost of hard and soft ware."

(COMF/FRI) "Maintaining adequate funding and/or budgeting in
times of declining enrollment; role of (center) in integration of

computer technolaogy."

(COMP/FRI) "Freparing for the advent of cable; self-
recrganization (systems and space)." =

(COMP/FRI) "Maintain level of service with diminishing

resources. "

(LIB/FUB) "Need extra personnel."

(LIB/FUEB) “Equipping a TV studio."
(LIB/FRI: "Loss of funding effort and an unfriendly presidenﬁ of
the college."

. -IB/FRI) "Audiovisual services are under the diréction of the -
library and the head of AV services is called upon to perform
library duties other than audiovisual. To meet the increasing:
demand for media services on campus it will be necessar\ to
eliminate non-related dutiez from the media persaon’‘s sch=dula and
employ one non-student person, at least on a part—time basis."

(LIB/FRIY "Ta convince the library administration that AV
services are an important element of library services."

(LIE/FRI) "Developing expanded med1a center to LnCLJdD mare
services and up to date technologw "

el
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(LIB/FRI) "Increase staff; increase budget'fof materials
(zoftware); maintenance of equipment."

(LIB/FRI) "Dbtaining funds for equipment repair, replacement, and
additions; obtaining funds for new materials; supervisory time
for management. " '

(LIB/FRI) “"Finance."
(LIB/FRI) "Growing demand, static funding.”

(LIB/PRI) "Fhysical space; money; time to do anything but
assentials.”

(LIB/FRI) "The unfair copyright law."
(LIB/FRI) ‘"Less Capital expenditure available."

(LIB/FRIY  "Funds for additional equipment‘and for the repairing
of equipment."

(LIB/FRI) "More requests for production than we are able to
handle with student help."

(LIB/PRI} "Funding due to lower student enrollments and the bad
fconomy. " )

(LIB/FRI) “Bainihg trust of faculty so they will allow a
centralized service; space; financial support.®

(LIB/FRI) "Money for repairs of current equipment and for
-purchases of new equipment.

(LIB/FRI) "Feeping up with demand for media services especially
in growth area of continuing education.”

(LIB/FRI) "Small equipment budget and need for uvadategd
equipment.” v -

(LIB/FRI) "Lack of personnel; 1long hours; little funding for
acquisition »f new hardware and software;  increasing expectations
- for servicez with personnel and equipment to meet those
expectations.” '

(LTB/FRI) '"Incfeasing usage and quality of usage by faculty;
improving image of department in eyes of administration.” '

(LIB/FPRI) "We are moving toward instructicnal develor <ent, using
TVYRO dishes, and computer assisted inztruction az new functions
for our department. Must work ocut how we fit in with computer
centar, dean’s office, and academic: departments in this 2ndegvor. "

’

ACJC/PUR)  "Lack of staff, especially technical. "

/. :
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(CJC/FUB)" “Equipmenﬁ replacement."

(CIJC/PUR) “Cuts in state funding to the institutiorns will cause
cuts in our day—to~day and long-term operations. Supplies and
equipment already feeling somewhat of & pinch. Copyright laws --
Sony vs. Disney."

(CIC/?URy  "Maintaining interest in media by faculty; adding ang
e‘flrlently carry1ng out additional services without addition to
.staff

(CaC/rPUBR) "Expansion of video services in production and

playback. Cablevision telecourses for cantinuing education."

. (CJC/FUE) "Budget shortfalls —-- statewide problem."

(CaC/7rPUBY  "Time."“

(CJC/FUB) "Additional staff to help with production, and money tc
purchase and replace egquipment.

(CJC/PUB) "Equipment replacement."”

(CIC/FUB) "Keeping abreast of increasihg demand faor service. -
Maintaining quality services. Maintaining staff morala."

(CJC/FUER) "Capital replacement."
(CJC/FUR) "Maintaining minimum service ievels/equipment Y =taff.

(CJC/FUR) "Maiﬁtaining the viable services to our facultyv with
the 11m1ted resources available, and the rebuilding of the
department

(CJC/FUB) "Restrictive budgets, resulting in loss of staff, :
reduced services, little or no growth in collections, few funds to
maintain or replace equipment, and little opportunity to engage in
new technological approaches.®

(CJC/FUB)  “"Feeping old equipment in good repair.”

(CJC/FPUBR) "Contlnued tightening of budgets; effective. reliable
utlllgatlon of new technology; maintenance -- good sarvice
againgt obtalnlng parts for 10-vear old equipment, lengthening use

of equipment, non-compatibility -- computers €, videao."
j ,

(CIC/FRIF ./ "Get the instructors to use the softwgre mar e
fragquentl
(FJC/FRy - "Faculty assignments for =tudent use. Change of
college curricula."

/

(CJC/@RI) "Need for qualified staff technicians.™”
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ATy

22. Do_vou feel that vour media center has been hurt by

‘competition"” from other media operations _on camous?

(RES/FUR) "We have a clase worklng relationship which promotes
rather than causes compet1t10n

(RES/FUR) "We promote them. They do "small stuff", e.ag., many
have VTR's and cameras; however they bring tap=ss to us for
editing."

(RES/FRI) "We’'re nmot hurt, but closer cooperation would benefit
all-" p

(DOC/FUR) "The campus Instructional Media Committ=e tries to
prevent "competition" and promote cooperation. When one coes not
charge, how can others compete?"

(LIB/FRI) "The dean eliminated all other centers, putting
everything under our administration during the past 2 years, as
growth in respect allowed."

{CJC/rum) "Not yet, cut we are constantly on guard ard aware of
that potential."

—~-r

=2. How does_vour media center promote itsel

({RES/FUR) “We-feel that service is why we are here and when we
provide the service, we are promoting." '

(RES/FRI) “"The director has a personal friend in each academic
department, and director has additional friends as assistants to
deans. ' '

?

(COMFP/FUER) "Most effective method has been to plan and provide
services that the faculty want, then the services promote
themsel ves. "

(COMF/FUR)  "All L[PR methods listed in gquestionnairel have been
counterproductive or of little tangiible value -- one-to-one
contacts still the best."

‘(LIB/PRI) "Director has built respect by teachinyg and coaching on -
campus. "

(LIB/FRI) "We try not to promote ourselves;b'WE have too much
work now. " ’
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QaSgﬁHistorieg/Narrativgg .

ZC. Optional section. We are_verv much interested in_documenting
narrative accounts of media directors - experiences and
frusztrations in_dealing with crises during the past few years. I+
‘vou_have a case history that vou wouid be willing to share with
us, bDlease describe it here or on_the back of this page. ‘
Anonymity iz guaranteed. Institutions and resporncdents will not be

identified in the final report summarizing this sectign.

(RES/FUR) "This may be short sighted because of newness tao the
profession. The situation which exists at our institution which
is my. main pet peeve is inadequate funding to maintain and upgrade
our film library and equipment utilization pool. Both of these
dilemmas have been adequately documented to the appropriate
administrative source.

We do not and would prefer not to have a charge back system
for providing film and equipment to our faculty. We do not.
however, receive adequate funding to maintain a current librarv or
" equipment pool which possesses all the technologically advanced
equipment our faculty should have access to. In fact, we don’'t
even have enough 35mm and 1&mm projectors in the pool to meet
needs. -

With an .equipment pool and library which individually have
values that exceed %1,000,000 in replacement value; but have been
B8% depreciated, it becomes apparent that yearly allocationzs must
increase if the value of thes2 two resources are to be maintainaed.

The reason for this happening, or not happening, are
spaculative only. However, certain national trends including
‘recession’ and ‘high priority’ needs are usually stated as.
reasonable rationale. In the end, however, who will ultimately
lose because these resources have not been maintained at a curreat
needs level 7" . : ' :

(REE/FUE) "One staff member has had difficulty cetting along with
those who work under him. He is retired military and car’t seem
to get away from line and statf command concepts. His public
relations and human relations with his staff have been very poar
to good at best. I have talked to him, withheld salarry zdvances,:
sugceszted other jobs, and he is still here. He has imprcoved. He
firally realized that he was part (major in my estimate; of the
problem and has made an effort to impraove."

(RES/FUR) "Budgetary problems in recent vears have ef- ected most
of the university service departments. In general media activity
is not a high priority item in the overall university operation,
and is not funded adequately. " : :
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(RES/FUE) "We've missed the chance to have lots of time to think

about media in higher education. Universities and colleges are in
a crisis ~~ media services must find ways that these irstitutions

can become maore productive (lower cost, more benefit, etc.}) or
media will be thrown out as ‘unnecessary’."

(RES/FUE) "When our new provost waszs selected, my counterpart at
Nis last institution called and advised me of his (the provast ‘.g)
role in drastically reducing the zize ard scope of the media
pragram. Forewarned and forearmed, it was still to no avail.

This provost’'s limited- perception of media has prevailed, aided by
a state of finmancial emergency which suspended tenure.""

(RES/FRI) "We have really had no crises here at (institution?. In
the past two years, we have moved into new quarters, our budget
has drematically increased, new programs are being introduced,
staff numbers and quality is increasing, enrollments (despite
national trends) are continuing upward, and we have straong
administrative backing."”

(RES/PRI) "We have just had an audit of our total media operation
and have found that the final report was supportive to many of the
proposals that we have been making for the past several vz=ars.

The audit was carried out by our Internal Auditina department.
They looked at our business proce-dures, accountability MEeas.Ur2c,
parsonnel practice, services delivery, etc. This might not wor i
at another university if the purpose was to find reasons +or
terminating a unit. "

(DOC/FUB) ~ "The division of responsibility for media servic=s on
this campus has both itz problems and its nerits. The grzatest
problems have been budgetary. Integration into the operations of
“the library while cooperating with the instructional seirv:cas area
with little documentation of decisions has been frustrating at
times. Our biggest lack aon campus has been insufficient and
readily available technical eupertise for evaluation of cystems
and equipment.” - :

(DOC/FUR) "My major frustrations center arcund the fact that the
(center) has to compete with other branches of our parent
organization. It is especially frustrating when we know that tie
{center) is the most heavily utilized branch of our facility, but
has funds diverted for ‘pet projects’. Case in point: ‘we lost
our media specialist position so that another -.employee could be
kept on in a less utilized area.™ '

(DOC/FUE)  "The greatest crisis was the budget crunch of 1976. I
was warned by the associate provost tihat the center was quite
vulnerable. I got together with mny staff and determined that each
area, with special emphasis on the instructional develooment
program, would fre-examine goals and accomplishments —--
particularly in terms of the impact of our services on
instruction. A long document emerged:; - mea2tings were held with
the associate provost; we sweat it out; faculty membeays
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(clients) wrote letters of support. We sweat some more, and
survived!! Every unit then had to give up 107 of its staff —— an
agonizing decision for unit administrators. At least, we ornly had
to lost two people -- as tough as that was." '
(DOC/FPUR) “Need quicker decisions, positive or negative, from

higher ups."

(DOC/FRI) "Ours has been a gradual ‘grass roots’ rise from
nothing to something -- since 1970, when there was no media use on-
campus. " '
(DOC/FRIY "I have a ten-year long saga of war stories chronicling

the creation and development of a large media center at a majcr
university. . Includes facility design and media implementation.®

(DOC/FRI; "In 1979 a new provost sought to cut back the budget
and possibly to disband thé center and distribute resources to
departments. I managed to convince him not te do so."

{bDC/PRI) "(1) Top management is curriculun and program degign
ariented, not process oriented. (2) As a result, media center
staff tends to be ‘request’ reactive rather than project or long
run oriented." e ' - .
(COMP/FUR) "Things were going along fine. (The center) was
providing an effective service. Juring 1977-81, there were budget
cuts of about I to 5 percent each year, but we adjusted and
maintained the full level of services. Despite these cuts, we
presented our case convincingly to the administration, and during
1977-80 secured increases of 30 percent in the capital outlay and.
materials and supplies budget. At the same time, staffing was
increased by 20 percent. These ¥inancial inrcads in times of
tight budgets were reflective of increasing demand for our
services, quality of these services, and support from the library
and university administration. We had reasons to feel good.

Frrior to 1977, (the center) had suffered rather badly from a
poar image for providing services. Some faculty were =till
antagonistic toward us and did not utilize these services. B
early 1979 we decided it was time to address the image situation:
by expanding our role to include faculty and instructional
development. Through our efforts and administratiwve appraoval , we
@astablishad the (instructional development center). I wa= )
anpointed its acting director with no released time, no additional
compensation, and no clerical staff. My boss, the university
librarian, strongly supportecd the (instructional develocpmnent
center) and authorized me to utilize the media center staff for
support.

During the next two vears I worked rether closely with about
20 faculty members and assisted another 25 through teaching ,
improvement consultations. A small grants progam sponsored bv the
(inﬁtructiodal-development canter) funded 34 faculty projects, and
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through cur re=gional consortium’ for- higher education I szcuied
funding for wnother 20 professors for improvement of their
teaching activities. We were reaching nearly 25 percent of tre
university’'s faculty menbers and were looking ahead to building
the program in the years to come. We were receiving many wverbal
and written "thank you’'s" for this service.

Then, in 1981-82, it all came apart. First, the universzity .
. librarian left and was replaced by somzone with a total lack of
any background in or appreciation for media. Then a new aczademic
vice president arrived, equally unsympathetic taward media.
The librarian decided that the library should not be in the
equipment circulation businessz, and that film rentals shoulc
. cease. PBEut worst of gll, he hnad no use for the (instsuctional
. development center). Although th. academic vice®president was
initially supportivé of the (instructional develaopment center?
lobbying-by the librarian and the demandsﬂpf other university
concerns wore him down, and he lost the intentive to support us:

9

In addition, the librarian resented my direct access to the
vice president and took a dim view of . my involvement with various
professionalLorganization5. During the summer of 1922, he took
steps that all but shut down the (media center and ID center). -’
The (media center’s) operating budget was reduced by 40 perczent,
including a 65 percent reduction in capital outlay. My position
was eliminated, and other positions were either deleted ar left
unfillad. What had such great promise was destroyed by two
unenlightened and insensitive individuals."

(COMF /FUR) "The dual administration of an instructional umnit and
a service unit erodes effectiveness of either or both units _
without clear.definitions in budgeting, staffing, and servicing.
Several excellent possibilities exist in a dual setting:
provision of laboratary .. “tudents, student opportunities to
become involved in faculty-stfudent teaching~learning activities,
-etc.. But sound planning, .anagement, and financial support are
required lest the dual rol..; iead to frustration." '

(COMFP/FUR) "Because of.an entrenched emphasis an print media and
a strong political environment by the col lege 1ibrarfan, it has’
.beer impossible to make a caze for media services. Book maonevy,
“which could be used for acguisition of-non:print materialg, is.
turned back to the state because faculty members cannct spand:
funds available. Efforts to get funding are thwarted by an
administration attitude that, until now, has neglected =211
attempts to develop instructional technology on a systematic
basis." ’ ) :
(COMe/FUR) "Little has been done to ‘educate’ administrators
(presidents, VP’'s) about the nature of the ‘new technology': Many
still associate media with the library processes of storage and
processing. Makes a real tough battle to fight! How. about using
publications they read as vehicles of communication. Design some
teleconferences geared to them." ’

EEN B
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(COMF/FUR) "The (center) at (institution) is experiencing
tremendous problems due to three basic deficiencies. One is the
lack of a director. Without & directaor no cohesive planning is
done for both long and short term goals. In fact, tha (center)
staggers from one catastrophe to another ut111~1ng what at best
might be termed crisis planning. Also, without a director, no
protection is afforded to the media center with respect to
political affairs. The second major problem is that of financial
limits. Funding is at a seven-year low with no'relief in sight.
As funding goes down and the political pressure intensifies to do
more, the morale has gone to pot. An overwhelming lethargic

attitude has comr *o the (center). These three problems are so
persua51ve I expecu in +1ve years the (center)’ will cease to .
exist. . ;

(COMF/FUE) " (1) Our equipment and supplies (non+salary) budget is

now lower by about #35,000 fr.m its 1974 level. (2 Our TV
production positions have beer eliminated; {3) The vice
chancellor for this area has n.' visited the (center) in eight
vyears."

(COMF/FUB) "The loss of AV equipment by academic departments.
These losses are ignored by the administration. Consequently, I
have had to get after these people.”

(LIB/FRI) "Ouwr uncfficial title is "Bellow and Howl Center".
Enough said?"
(LIB/FRI) "I came to (institution) two vears ago after six years
of work at (another institution), which has a highly developed
program. My main frustration here was the absence of a local
professional organization and the abysmal state of the sys temc'by'
which the (center) ran. All initial effort for six months was on
evaluating and changing existing systems and printed forms and dn
training program development for student employees.

The department blundered along with its previous inefficiency
during this time with some immediate changes in particularly
screwed up areas (different scheduling technigues, putting an
obnoxious secretary in another position where she couldn’t do any
more damage). We did not generate much good will durlno this
period, but I felt I could overcome being initially identifi=d
with the same old sloppy department once the changes were planned
and implemented. I was correct. During the next semester word
got around that we reall, had changed, and during the last yRar we
have becate a highly re:pected department. This change of
attitude resulted in the infusion of a larce (”UU}) grant and
doubling our budget and staff."

(LIB/FRI) "By the standards of any other institution, this outfit
would be considered a disaster, but for ws it represents' a
positive change. Frior to this academic year, this media center
served only the departments of Nursing, Clinical Scisnce, and
B1ology. It had no budget' all purchases were subiject to the
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approval of the chairpersons of the above departments. The rest
of the campus was serwved by the library, which had one 1&mm
projector, aone cassette recorder, one overhead projector, and one
out-of-order filmstrip projector, or by equipment in indiwvidual
academic departments. There was seldom enough money budgeted faor
maintenance or repair. Many pieces of equipment stood unused for
“lack of a lamp, while other items had never been uncrated.
Cooperation between departments was non-existent.

After a series of bad decisions in past years, the
administration finally decided that a centralized service would be
the best solution to consolidate equ1pment and services, but then
seemed all too ready to . back down wher met with the caomplaints of
the 'haves’ on campus. . Enter a new dean of instructior who rushes
in where wise men fear to tread. I have the dean’s ungualified
support in the consolidatiun effart!

The budget is deplorable, but intinitely vpetter than having no
budget (and therefore no autonomy) whatsoever. Last vear I had no
input into the budgeting process. This year, with a new dean and
a new college president, I hope to have szome say in the process.

I was hired at the beginning of the 1981-82 academic yuear
while the center still served anly three departments.: I was hired
largely because I have a master’s degree in biolagy. My degree in
11brary science seemed of little consequence to those h1r1n: re.
It s’ a humorous position to be in -~ being rnspected for having
one degree, while the other degree is doing most of the wark! I
have scant formal training in the audiovisual field and now that
it seems that the position is rather stable, I plan to investigate
professional associations as sources of infaormation. ' )

My predecessor in this position was also a professional
11brar1an, ‘but one to whom .certain given standards of the
professian must have seemed tedious and baoring. Instead of any
standard catalaoging being done with the software collection, she
created a main entry access, lphabetxcal list on. the collegeg
computer. There is no terminal in the center, indeed no terminal
nearby and no access except by main entry. In addition, the Qhélf
arrangement of the software bore no relation to the camputer ﬂist,
and there .:as no .way for a new media director, new student, an
faculty member to find any particular item. The old hands Located
items strictly by color, size, and shape of container. There was
no inventaory of_equibment, either, so that when I was apprcached
with guestions an the whereabouts of items durlng my first weesks
on the job, I had no way of knowing whether we aven had a
part;cqlar thing. Creating order out of chaos, was the order pf
last year’'s business, to be tidied up and finalized thiz year)
‘This year'’s challenge is to win ‘allies from the faculty ranks| and
attempt to catalog all software on campus with the eventual hiope
of storing it centrally so that all may have access to software
programs. ' L

I @njoy challenges, and this is one of those lovely.positions
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\ _
where I can vent my irritation at the follies of the past and roll
up my sleeves and do what I think is best to improve the situation
without having too much outside interference."

(CJC/FruURy "Basically, we're treading water. Budgets arz up a .
little one year and down a little the next. We identiftv ey areas
and concentrate there -—- mcst'kecently ‘support af the teacher in
the classroom’. We survive by providing basic services (vary
little production waork). We still have a photographer, an _
illustrator, and a TV ‘manager’, but all have collateral duties as
wall. We are always hoping for more tourism which begets larger
state ravenues wnich provides larger college budgets. The old
cycle! Morale is pretty good. All are involved in decision
making to the degree they want be.’ The LR dean is new this term,
but very positive toward the media area."

(CJC/FUE) "We have an ongoing crisis of trying to maintain daily
functions and &t the same time plan and set goals for the future
with limited staff. Our first priority is service. We never get
caught up on goals, procedure writing and updating, statistics -
maintenance, etc. What’'s new?"

(CIJC/PUE: "Up untii the present, management (including me’ have
operated on a cut services, retain faculty philosapohy. Gur
service has done as well as or better than other school support
offerings as far as cutbacks are concerned. It appears that
tuition is to be imposed which will probably erode our present -
status and faculty will be reduced by program. Help!'!'"

, A \ :
(CIJC/FRI) "Major frustrations: (1) administration will not hire
an AY technician. Frograms and services would be enhanced if this
happened. (2} I do not handle my budget -- nor does any other
program director on campus. All money is controlled by the
business manager. Any major charges must be approvéd by him.  He
consequently controls policy." '
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